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Appendix A. Methods 


This appendix includes detailed information about the data used for this study and the methods used to complete 
the analyses. 


Data sources 

The Regional Educational Laboratory Midwest entered into a data-sharing agreement with the Michigan 
Department of Education that allowed the study team access to all the data necessary to conduct the study. The 
study team used data from the following sources: 


e Teacher certification and demographic data from the Michigan Online Educator Certification System, 
including records of all certificates, except revoked certificates, issued between 1960 and 2019 


(https://mdoe.state.mi.us/MOECS/Login.aspx). 


e Public school employment records between 2013/14 and 2018/19, including teachers’ school and district 
assignment, from the Michigan Registry of Educational Personnel. 


e Survey data from the sample of certified teachers who began teaching within their traditional school 
district or public school academy between 2014/15 and 2016/17. Survey responses provided information 
on teachers’ awareness of supports provided by their local education agency and perceptions of the 
quality of their agency’s supports. The Michigan Department of Education administered the survey 
between September 18 and October 12, 2020. 


e Publicly available data on enrollment in Michigan’s local education agencies from 2013/14 through 
2018/19 available from Michigan’s Center for Educational Performance and Information website, 


disaggregated by subgroups (https://www.michigan.gov/cepi/). 


The data sources used to address each research question are in table A1. 
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Table A1. Data used to answer research questions 


Data element/characteristic 


Years of data used 


in analysis 


Source 


Research question 1: What was the average annual retention rate for teachers who taught in Michigan public schools 
between 2013/14 and 2018/19? Did the rate vary by teacher or local education agency characteristics? 


Teacher characteristic 

Gender 

Race/ethnicity 

Age 

Employment status (dates of hire or termination) 
Type of position 

Place of assignment 

Local education agency 

Student enrollment 

Percentage of economically disadvantaged students 
Percentage of English learner students 
Percentage of racial/ethnic minority students 


Percentage of students requiring special education 
services 


Percentage of students proficient in English language 
arts and mathematics 


Type (public school academy or traditional district) 
Locale (urban, suburban, town, or rural) 


Economic prosperity region 


1960-2019 
1960-2019 
1960-2019 
2013/14—2018/19 
2013/14—2018/19 
2013/14—2018/19 


2013/14—2018/19 
2013/14-2018/19 
2013/14—2018/19 
2013/14—2018/19 
2013/14—2018/19 


2013/14—2018/19 


2013/14—2018/19 
2013/14—2018/19 
2013/14—2018/19 


Administrative data from Michigan Online 
Educator Certification System 
(https://mdoe.state.mi.us/MOECS/Login.aspx) 


Administrative data from Michigan’s Registry of 
Education Personnel 


Public-access data files available on Michigan’s 
Center for Educational Performance and 
Information website 
(https://www.michigan.gov/cepi/) 


Research question 2: What teacher supports did Michigan public school teachers report were available from their local 
education agency? Was the availability of supports associated with local education agency characteristics? 


Teacher characteristic 


Awareness of different types of supports provided by 
the local education agency 


Experience 

Local education agency characteristic 

Percentage of economically disadvantaged students 
Percentage of English learner students 

Percentage of racial/ethnic minority students 


Percentage of students requiring special education 
services 


Percentage of students proficient in English language 
arts and mathematics 


Type (public school academy or traditional district) 
Locale (urban, suburban, town, or rural) 


Economic prosperity region 
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Fall 2020 


Fall 2020 


2013/14-2018/19 
2013/14-2018/19 
2013/14-2018/19 
2013/14-2018/19 


2013/14-2018/19 


2013/14—2018/19 
2013/14—2018/19 
2013/14—2018/19 


Michigan Department of Education’s Survey of 
teachers in their third to fifth years of teaching 
in the same local education agency 


Public-access data files available from 
Michigan’s Center for Educational Performance 
and Information website 
(https://www.michigan.gov/cepi/) 
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Years of data used 


Data element/characteristic in analysis Source 


Research question 3: Were teachers’ perceptions of the quality of their local education agency’s support of teachers 
associated with the characteristics of those agencies? 


Teacher characteristic 


Perceptions of quality of implementation of teacher Fall 2020 Michigan Department of Education’s Survey of 
supports teachers in their third to fifth years of teaching 
Experience Fall 2020 in the same local education agency 


Local education agency characteristic 
Total student enrollment 2013/14-2018/19 
2013/14-2018/19 
2013/14—2018/19 
2013/14—2018/19 


2013/14—2018/19 


Public-access data files available on Michigan’s 
Center for Educational Performance and 
Information website 
(https://www.michigan.gov/cepi/) 


Percentage of economically disadvantaged students 
Percentage of English learner students 

Percentage of a racial/ethnic minority students 
Percentage of students requiring special education 
services 

Percentage of students proficient in English language 
arts and mathematics 


2013/14—2018/19 


Type (public school academy or traditional district) 2013/14-2018/19 

2013/14—2018/19 

2013/14-2018/19 

Research question 4: What teacher supports were associated with teacher retention in local education agencies? Were the 
supports associated with retention the same for public school academies as for traditional school districts? What teacher 
supports were associated with teacher retention in local education agencies that served higher percentages of economically 
disadvantaged students? 


Locale (urban, suburban, town, or rural) 


Economic prosperity region 


Teacher characteristic 


Awareness of different types of teacher supports Fall 2020 Michigan Department of Education’s Survey of 
provided by the local education agency teachers in their third to fifth years of teaching 
Perceptions of quality of implementation of teacher Fall 2020 in the same local education agency 

supports 

Experience Fall 2020 

Gender 1960-2019 Administrative data from Michigan Online 
Race/ethnicity 1960-2019 Educator Certification System 

Age 1960-2019 (https://mdoe.state.mi.us/MOECS/Login.aspx) 


Employment status (dates of hire or termination) 
Type of position 

Place of assignment 

Local education agency characteristic 

Total student enrollment 


Percentage of economically disadvantaged students 


Percentage of English learner students 
Percentage of racial/ethnic minority students 


Percentage of students requiring special education 


services 


Percentage of students proficient in English language 


arts and mathematics 


Type (public school academy or traditional district) 


Locale (urban, suburban, town, or rural) 
Economic prosperity region 


Source: Authors’ compilation. 
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2013/14-2018/19 
2013/14-2018/19 
2013/14-2018/19 


2013/14-2018/19 
2013/14-2018/19 
2013/14-2018/19 
2013/14-2018/19 
2013/14-2018/19 


2013/14-2018/19 


2013/14—2018/19 
2013/14—2018/19 
2013/14—2018/19 


Administrative data from Michigan’s Registry of 
Education Personnel 


Public-access data files available on Michigan’s 
Center for Educational Performance and 
Information website 
(https://www.michigan.gov/cepi/) 
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Data instruments 


Instruments for research question 1. No data instruments were developed for research question 1. 


Instruments for research questions 2, 3, and 4. The Michigan Department of Education designed a survey for 
teachers who were employed for three to five years by a local education agency in Michigan as of the end of the 
2019/20 school year (see appendix C for the survey instrument). The survey contained five sections, with a total 
of 87 items. Section | Teaching Status included screening items, such as current teaching status and teaching 
experience. Eligible participants then completed the remaining four sections of the survey. Section II Induction 
and Mentoring included items assessing the teachers’ awareness of teacher induction- and mentoring-related 
supports in their local education agency. Awareness items required a yes/no response. Other items were 
statements about teachers’ perceptions of the quality of the induction- and mentoring-related supports offered 
by their local education agency. Teachers responded to these statements by selecting strongly disagree, disagree, 
agree, or strongly agree. Section III Compensation and Incentives included awareness and perception items on 
compensation and benefits offered by the local education agency. Section IV Evaluation and Professional Growth 
contained awareness and perception items on evaluation and professional growth supports offered by the local 
education agency. Some of these items requested information about evaluation and professional learning before 
and after the COVID-19 outbreak. Section V Education Environment contained items assessing teachers’ 
perceptions of the quality of their work environment before and after the COVID-19 outbreak. 


Sample description 

The sample for research question 1 came from administrative data provided by the Michigan Department of 
Education. The sample for research questions 2 and 3 came from a survey administered in September and October 
2020 by the Michigan Department of Education to teachers who had been employed by a local education agency 
in Michigan for three to five years as of the end of the 2019/20 school year and who had a valid email address. 
The sample for research question 4 came from administrative data provided by the Michigan Department of 
Education and the same survey sample used for research questions 2 and 3. 


Sample for research question 1. The population of teachers for research question 1 included 122,45 teachers 
employed by a local education agency in Michigan between 2013/14 and 2018/19. The study team excluded 8,162 
teachers who were employed in a local education agency that was established between 2013/14 and 2018/19 and 
those employed in agencies that were dissolved or merged with another agency during that period. The final 
sample size for research question 1 was 114,283 teachers (figure A1). 


Sample for research questions 2 and 3. The sample for research questions 2 and 3 included respondents to a 
Michigan Department of Education survey administered in September and October 2020 to all 7,687 teachers who 
were in their third through fifth years of teaching, according to teacher certification records and school teacher 
employment records. The department received notice of invalid or rejected emails for 179 of these teachers, and 
468 survey recipients were subsequently screened out because they reported not being employed for the 
requisite number of years in the same local education agency. Thus, the eligible population was adjusted to 7,040 
teachers (the denominator of the response rate calculation). A total of 539 eligible teachers provided responses 
to the survey. The response rate, calculated using standards established by the American Association for Public 
Opinion Research (2016), was 12.2 percent. 
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Figure A1. Procedure applied to derive the analytic samples for research questions 


Population of teachers employed by a local education agency 
between 2013/14 and 2018/19: 122,445 


Removal of teachers whose local education agency was 
established, dissolved, or merged with another local — » 8,162 teachers removed 
(Zo [Vrovop arog elo [=141e) a oX=1 4. <X=1 WA ON RA Mo Talo AON Es YAK) 


Analytic sample for research question 1: 114,283 


Removal of teachers who had not been employed by the same 
local education agency for three to five years, per state 106,596 teachers removed 
employment records 


Initial sample receiving survey for research questions 2-4: 
7,687 


y 


Removal of teachers with invalid email addresses (179) or 
whose responses to survey questions indicated that they had 
not been employed as a teacher by the same local education 

agency for three to five years (468) 


647 teachers removed 


Adjusted sample eligible for survey: 7,040 


> 6,501 teachers removed 

Vv because of nonresponse 

Eligible teachers who responded (final sample for research 
questions 2 and 3): 539 


y ‘ v 


Respondents from public school Respondents from traditional Respondents from local education agencies in the 
academies school districts top two quartiles for percentage of economically 
(research question 4): 103 (research question 4): 436 disadvantaged students (research question 4): 238 


Source: Authors’ compilation. 


Sample for research question 4. Teacher retention for all local education agencies was based on the 114,283 
teachers who taught in a local education agency in Michigan between 2013/14 and 2018/19. Information on 
teacher supports came from survey responses from 539 teachers in 305 local education agencies. For the 
examination of supports associated with retention of teachers from public school academies, the retention figures 
come from the 14,268 teachers in 250 academies that were in operation during those years. Information on 
supports available to teachers in public school academies came from the 103 survey respondents who represented 
72 of those academies. For the examination of supports associated with retention of teachers from traditional 
school districts, the retention figures came from the 100,015 teachers in 538 traditional school districts. 
Information on supports available to teachers in traditional school districts came from the 436 survey respondents 
who represented 233 of those districts. For the examination of supports associated with teacher retention in local 
education agencies serving high percentages of economically disadvantaged students, the study team identified 
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44,509 teachers who worked in 360 local education agencies that were in operation between 2013/14 and 
2018/19 and that were in the upper two quartiles for percentage of economically disadvantaged students. 
Identification of supports available to teachers in those agencies came from survey responses from 238 Michigan 
teachers representing 136 agencies. 


Process for identifying and correcting for nonresponse bias. The study team conducted two nonresponse analyses. 
First, the team determined the characteristics of teachers and the local education agencies they represented in 
the survey sample and compared those percentages with the percentages of the population of teachers (table 
A2). Second, the team conducted a series of logistic regressions using the dichotomous indicator of response 
status (1= response, 0 = nonresponse) as the outcome variable and the explanatory variables reflecting 
characteristics of the teacher and the local education agency. Any differences larger than .05 standard deviation 
were mitigated through statistical adjustments that took advantage of relationships between auxiliary variables 
and the probability of response. The study team identified characteristics associated with unit nonresponse using 
a statistical algorithm called chi-square automatic interaction detection that calculates person-level nonresponse- 
adjusted weights (CHAID; Kass, 1980). The study team used those weights in all subsequent analyses.* 


Table A2. Response rate calculations for the Michigan Department of Education’s survey on teacher supports 
at the level of the local education agency, fall 2020 


WAV/eX-meyimer-] (ol0] F-ya (eo) a) Number/percent of teachers 
Survey completion Number 
Complete 458 
Partial 81 
Incomplete 101 
No working email address 179 
Ineligible 468 
Response rate Percent 
Minimum, complete surveys only 6.3 
Complete and partially complete surveys 75 
Adjusted for eligibility, complete surveys only 10.3 
Adjusted for eligibility, complete and partially complete surveys 12.2 


Note: Response rates were calculated using the American Association for Public Opinion Research (2016) standard definitions and guidelines. Complete is 
defined as a survey response in which the respondent completed at least 75 percent of the critical survey items. Partially complete is defined as a response 
in which the respondent completed between 25 percent and 74 percent of the critical survey items. Incomplete includes responses by respondents who 
completed fewer than 25 percent of the survey items. /neligible includes responses by respondents who were out of the sample, including teachers who had 
more or less than three to five years of experience or who worked in local education agencies that opened or closed or were merged with other local 
education agencies during the timeframe of the study. The eligibility rate estimate used to calculate the response rate was 57.7 percent. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of data from the Michigan Department of Education’s survey on teacher supports within local education agencies administered 
between September and October 2020. 


Representativeness of the sample for research questions 2, 3, and 4. The final analytic sample for research 
questions 2, 3, and 4 included 539 teachers in their third to fifth years of teaching within their local education 
agency who responded to the survey (table A3). To assess the representativeness of the analytic sample, the study 
team compared the characteristics of the 539 survey respondents in the analytic sample with the 7,040 teachers 
who make up this population, according to the Michigan Department of Education’s administrative data (see table 
A3). The differences that exceeded 5 percentage points were the percentage of teachers in the 25-34 age group 
(underrepresented in the survey sample by 5.1 percentage points) and teachers in the 45-60 age group 


1 The chi-square automatic interaction detection analysis is identified in the National Center for Education Statistics Guideline 4-5-1B as an 
appropriate method to create adjustment weights to minimize bias arising from differences between responding and nonresponding units 
(see https://nces.ed.gov/statprog/2012/pdf/Chapter4.pdf). 
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(overrepresented in the survey sample by 5.2 percentage points). At the local education agency level rural 
agencies are underrepresented by 12.2 percentage points, suburban agencies are overrepresented by 7.7 
percentage points, and public school academies are underrepresented by 6.7 percentage points. The survey data 
also overrepresented local education agencies in the Detroit metro economic prosperity region by 5.6 percentage 
points. After adjustment of the percentages using nonresponse weights, the only characteristic showing 
statistically significant differences between the sample and the population was locale (rural local education 
agencies remained underrepresented while agencies in suburban areas and towns were overrepresented). The 
study team used nonresponse weights in all subsequent analyses to partially correct for the lack of 
representativeness. 


Table A3. Comparison between the characteristics of the population of public school teachers in Michigan 
with three to five years of experience teaching in their local education agency and the characteristics of 
teachers in the survey analytic sample 


Xo) ol] F-lale)a Mey im \V/ilolalt=x-l a) 
teachers in years 3-5 Survey sample Difference between 
of teaching in local of teachers Foxe} ol) F-lalo)aw-lalemcy-]an]el(=) 
education agencies in years 3-5 characteristics 


Characteristic Frequency Percent Frequency Percent Percentage points 


Teacher characteristic 


Gender 
Female 5,519 78.4 448 83.1 4.8** 
Male 1,521 21.6 91 16.9 —4,.3** 
Age (as of March 2020) 
24 or younger 92 1.3 5 0.9 -0.3** 
25-34 4,040 57.4 282 52.3 —5.1** 
35-44 1,627 23.1 132 24.5 14%" 
45-60 1,161 16.5 117 21.7 5.2** 
61 or older 120 1.7 3 0.6 —1.1** 
Race/ethnicity 
American Indian/Alaska Native 34 0.5 5 0.9 0.5 
Asian 84 1.2 3 0.6 -0.6 
Black 280 4.0 16 3.0 -1.0 
Hispanic/Latino (any race) 125 1.8 6 1.1 -0.7 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 4 0.1 0 0.0 -0.1 
White 6,430 91.3 502 93.1 1.8 
Two or more races 83 1.2 7 1.3 0.1 
Total numbers of teachers 7,040 539 (458 complete; 81 partial) 


Local education agency characteristic 


Retention rates 


Lowest quartile 184 25.0 55 18.0 -6.9** 

Second quartile 183 25.0 81 26.6 1.6** 

Third quartile 183 25.0 80 26.2 1.3** 

Fourth quartile 183 25.0 89 29.2 4.2** 
Type of local education agency 

Public school academy 222 30.3 72 23.6 —6.7** 

Traditional school district 511 69.7 233 76.4 6.7** 
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LXoyol¥l F-lalo)a Mey Villa] t=x-la) 
teachers in years 3-5 


Survey sample 


Difference between 


foym-t-loal lat -aul al (oyer-]| of teachers refoyol¥) F-lalo)am-lalemcy-]an]el(=1 
education agencies in years 3-5 characteristics 
Characteristic Frequency Percent Frequency Percent Percentage points 
Locale 
City 125 17.1 55 18.0 0.9*** 
Suburban 203 27.7 108 35.4 7.78** 
Town 92 12.6 53 17.4 4.8*** 
Rural 294 40.1 85 27.9 —12.2*** 
Not specified 19 2.6 4 1.3 -1.3 
Economic prosperity region 
Upper Peninsula 59 8.0 12 3.9 —4.1 
Northwest 43 5.9 13 4.3 —1.6 
Northeast 25 3.4 10 3.3 -0.1 
West 119 16.2 59 19.3 3.1 
East Central 44 6.0 13 4.3 1.7 
East 78 10.6 18 5.9 4.7 
South Central 35 4.8 18 5.9 1.1 
Southwest 73 10.0 35 11.5 1.5 
Southeast 72 9.8 33 10.8 1.0 
Detroit Metro 185 25.2 94 30.8 5.6 
Total student enrollment 
Lowest quartile 184 25.1 33 10.8 —14,3*** 
Second quartile 183 25.0 67 22.0 —3.0*** 
Third quartile 183 25.0 74 24.3 —0.7*** 
Fourth quartile 183 25.0 131 43.0 18.0*** 
Percentage of economically disadvantaged students 
Lowest quartile 184 25.1 89 29.2 4.1 
Second quartile 183 25.0 69 22.6 —2.3 
Third quartile 183 25.0 78 25.6 0.6 
Fourth quartile 183 25.0 69 22.6 2.3 
Percentage of racial/ethnic minority students 
Lowest quartile 184 25.1 58 19.0 —6.1** 
Second quartile 183 25.0 75 24.6 —0.4** 
Third quartile 183 25.0 97 31.8 6.8** 
Fourth quartile 183 25.0 75 24.6 —0.4** 
Percentage of students requiring special education services 
Lowest quartile 184 25.1 71 23.3 -1.8 
Second quartile 183 25.0 77 25.2 0.3 
Third quartile 183 25.0 89 29.2 4.2 
Fourth quartile 183 25.0 68 22.3 —2.7 
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teachers in years 3-5 Survey sample Difference between 
of teaching in local of teachers refoy ol) F-lalo)awe-lalemcy-]an]el(=1 


education agencies in years 3-5 characteristics 


Characteristic Frequency Percent Frequency Percent Percentage points 


Percentage of students who are English language proficient 


Lowest quartile 184 25.1 45 14.8 —10.3*** 
Second quartile 183 25.0 59 19.3 —5.6*** 
Third quartile 183 25.0 98 32.1 ve ae 
Fourth quartile 183 25.0 103 33.8 8.8*** 
Percentage of students who are proficient in English language arts 
Lowest quartile 184 25.1 56 18.4 —6.7** 
Second quartile 183 25.0 77 25.2 0.2** 
Third quartile 183 25.0 75 24.6 —0.4** 
Fourth quartile 183 25.0 97 31.8 6.8** 
Number of local education agencies 733 305 


**Significant at p < .01; *** significant at p < .001. 

Note: The percentages are column percentages for each category. Percentages might not sum to 100 because of rounding. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of data provided by the Michigan Department of Education and public use data on local education agency enrollment from 
Michigan’s Center for Educational Performance Information. 


Analyses for addressing research question 1 

Calculating teacher retention rates. To calculate teacher retention rates, the study team used teacher certificate 
data and school staffing data from each year between 2013/14 and 2018/19. The study team used school staffing 
data from each successive year to classify each teacher as a stayer (that is, retained in the local education agency), 
a mover (that is, retained in the teaching profession in the state but not retained in the local education agency), 
or a leaver (that is, not present in teacher data during the following year and presumed to have taken a teaching 
position in a private school, left the teaching profession, or left the state). The study team then calculated five 
annual retention rates for each local education agency (one for each two-year period) by dividing the number of 
stayers by the total number of teachers during the previous year. 


Analysis for research question 1. The study team obtained data on teacher characteristics from teacher certificates 
and added them to the annual school staffing data. The study team also gathered data about the student 
populations served by each local education agency using school and local education agency enrollment files 
available from Michigan’s Center for Educational Performance and Information’s website. The study team 
classified school local education agencies by type for categorical variables (for example, locale, region of the state). 
For continuous characteristics, such as the percentage of economically disadvantaged students or the percentage 
of students proficient in English language arts, the study team classified local education agencies by quartiles. The 
final analyses for research question 1 involved calculating the descriptive statistics for teacher retention across all 
local education agencies in the state and then cross-tabulating the statistics by teacher characteristics and the 
characteristics of these agencies. Because these statistics represent the population of local education agencies in 
the state, traditional inferential statistics were inappropriate. The study team, in partnership with the Michigan 
Department of Education, considered differences in teacher retention between agencies with different 
characteristics to be meaningful if they were 5 percentage points or higher. 
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Analysis for addressing research question 2 

The survey on teacher supports included two types of items: items asking respondents whether they were aware 
of various types of supports and items about their perceptions of the quality of supports (see appendix C). Teacher 
responses on their awareness of various types of supports (support items) were the focus of research question 2. 
Each support item required a yes or no response, with yes (coded 1) indicating that the support was present and 
no (coded 0) indicating that the support was not present. The codes were subsequently weighted at the 
respondent level to account for nonresponse bias. 


Aggregation and summary of support items. Responses for support items were aggregated to the level of the local 
education agency by averaging the weighted codes across respondents in that agency. If the average was higher 
than 0.5, the study team classified the support as present (coded 1) in that agency; otherwise, the support was 
classified as absent (coded 0). 


The analysis of support items involved calculating the frequency of local education agencies for which respondents 
answered yes (signifying that the support was provided to teachers) and then calculating the percentage of 
agencies that adopted the support by dividing that frequency by 305 (the number of agencies represented by the 
survey respondents). The support items were grouped into the following types: supports for new teachers, 
compensation and benefits, evaluation, and professional development. Although the percentages of agencies that 
adopted each support are presented by support type, the study team did not aggregate the codes for the supports 
according to these types. To determine whether the supports adopted by local education agencies varied by type, 
the study team calculated one-way analysis of variance, with percentages as dependent variables and agency 
characteristics (either category or quartile) as independent variables. Differences in the percentages for the 
categories of characteristics that were statistically significant at p < .01 are described in the main report, and the 
full list of averages across categories of agencies is in tables B2—B11 in appendix B. 


Analysis for addressing research question 3 


The items reflecting survey respondents’ perceptions of the quality of supports (perception items) required 
respondents to indicate whether they strongly disagreed, disagreed, agreed, or strongly agreed with the 
statement in the item. The levels of agreement were coded 1-4, with higher numbered codes representing greater 
agreement. The response codes were weighted to reflect nonresponse. 


Aggregation and summary of perception items. The study team also calculated the frequency and percentages of 
responses for the perception items (that is, the respondents who responded agree or strongly agree to the 
perception items). The percentages of respondents who agreed or strongly agreed to each statement are 
presented in the main report (with all percentages presented in table B12 in appendix B). The percentages of 
respondents within local education agencies who responded with agree or strongly agree to the specific 
perception items were calculated for each category of an agency characteristic. 


The study team developed the perception items to reflect the perceived quality of implementation for the 
following types of supports: professional development, teacher collaboration, supportive school leadership, 
teacher involvement in school governance, quality of mentor program, quality and sufficiency of time and material 
resources, leadership and advancement opportunities, new teacher socialization, satisfaction with salary and 
compensation, and evaluation system. The study team developed perceived quality scores for each type of 
support for each respondent and local education agency using Rasch modeling techniques (table A4; Bond & Fox, 
2007; Wright & Masters, 1982). The Rasch scores for each type of support have different scaling properties, 
making it inappropriate to use the Rasch scores to compare among the 10 types of supports. However, Rasch 
scores for the perceptions of quality for these support types were used to see whether differences in perceptions 
varied according to the characteristics of local education agencies. The study team calculated a one-way analysis 
of variance with the agencies’ Rasch scores as dependent variables and their characteristics (either category or 
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quartile) as independent variables. Differences in average Rasch scores for categories or characteristics that were 
statistically significant at p < .01 are described in the main report. The full listing of averages across categories of 
local education agencies is in tables B13-B14. 


Table A4. Rasch reliability estimates for the 10 types of teacher supports 


Number Rasch Average 
Types of supports whose perceived quality was addressed in survey items of items reliability (Rasch) 
Professional development 6 0.83 0.51 
Teacher collaboration 5 0.78 0.62 
Supportive school leadership 5 0.86 0.66 
Teacher involvement in school governance 3 0.79 0.66 
Quality of mentor program 5 0.69 0.76 
Quality and sufficiency of time and material resources 7 0.79 0.82 
Leadership and advancement opportunities 4 0.76 0.85 
New teacher socialization 4 0.79 1.16 
Satisfaction with salary and compensation 6 0.77 1.56 
Evaluation system 5 0.85 1.98 


Note: Analysis based on survey responses from 539 teachers representing 305 local education agencies. 
Source: Authors’ analysis of data from the Michigan Department of Education’s survey on teacher supports within local education agencies administered 
between September and October 2020. 


Analysis for addressing research question 4 

The analysis for research question 4 involved survey data from the 539 teachers and the retention information for 
teachers within survey respondents’ local education agencies. The study team used three-level logistic regression 
models to isolate the associations between teacher retention and supports in local education agencies, while 
controlling for the clustering of teachers within local education agencies and the characteristics of teachers and 
agencies. The models also helped smooth instability in the data arising from small sample size (for example, if a small 
number of teachers leave a local education agency in a given year); structural changes occurring in local education 
agencies (for example, decreasing enrollment, changes in student demographic characteristics); and inconsistencies 
in the data from year to year. 


The dependent variable at level 1 was the dichotomous indicator of the likelihood of a teacher being retained in 
the local education agency in the subsequent year. The study team used a log transformation to normalize the 
distribution of the data. The intercept was modeled as a random effect to take into account the clustering of 
teachers within time and local education agencies. 


Level 1 in the models was the teacher level; level 2 was the time level, with teacher retention information for each 
school year; level 3 included characteristics of the local education agencies. 


Level 1 model: Teachers 


Dp 
log [P/(1 — P)]ijx = Boje + >, Boe Oise + eijx 
p=1 
where log[P/(1—P)] i. represented a log transformation of the dichotomous indicator for whether a teacher j in 
local education agency k remained in the local education agency the following year, and X represented a vector 
of teacher characteristics from personnel data including teacher gender, race/ethnicity, and age. 
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Level 2 model: Time 


Tr 
Boje = Aoow +) AS) + Aat + Ye 
r=1 


where 6g; is the intercept from level 1, and t is an indicator variable representing time (coded O-4 for each year). 
This variable will pick up the linear trend in retention across all five years. 


Level 3 model: Local education agency 
Nook = T0900 + T1k Rx + YiaD, + 13t + ex 


where R represented the awareness of teachers of a support for each local education agency k, and D is a vector 
of agency-level covariates such as average enrollment, the percentage of racial/ethnic minority students, and the 
percentage of economically disadvantaged students (see all covariates in table A1). The model also included t, an 
indicator variable representing time (coded 0-4 for each year). This variable reflects the linear trend in retention 
across all five years. 


The estimate of primary interest from the model is 77,; at the local education agency level, which represents the 
association between respondents’ awareness of a support within their agency and teacher retention. For these 
models the coefficient was estimated in the logged odds ratio (logit) metric, where odds were defined as the 
probability of a teacher staying in the local education agency divided by the probability of leaving. The study team 
ran separate models for each support item and the perceived quality of each type of support. 


To determine whether the supports associated with teacher retention were different for traditional school 
districts and public school academies, the study team performed separate analyses for each type of agency. To 
examine associations between characteristics of teachers, local education agencies, and student populations for 
agencies serving large percentages of economically disadvantaged students, the study team ran the same 
multilevel logistic regression models but only with data for agencies in the highest two quartiles for the percentage 
of economically disadvantaged students. 
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Appendix B. Detailed findings 


This appendix includes detailed findings for the analyses included in the main report. 


Average teacher retention rates for local education agencies in Michigan by characteristics of 
teachers and local education agencies, 2013/14—2018/19 school years 

To address research question 1, the study team calculated the average teacher retention rate at the teacher level 
across the 2013/14 through 2018/19 school years. The team also calculated teacher retention rates by teacher 
characteristics, the characteristics of local education agencies, and the characteristics of the student populations 
served by local education agencies (table B1). 


Table B1. Average percentage of teachers retained in local education agencies from the previous year, by 
teacher and local education agency characteristics, 2013/14-2018/19 


25th 75th Number of 
percentile percentile oXer-]| 
ofteacher ofteacher education Number of 
(larliclarclaciule Minimum Maximum Median retention retention agencies teachers 
State 84.6 33.3 100.0 88.6 79.4 92.0 788 114,283 
Teacher characteristic 
Gender 
Female 84.7 33.3 100.0 88.7 79.8 92.0 788 86,277 
Male 83.9 0.0 100.0 88.3 79.5 92.5 772 27,739 
Race/ethnicity 
American Indian 79.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 66.7 100.0 
Alaska Native? or oe 
Asian 73.9 0.0 100.0 87.5 50.0 100.0 362 910 
aes 73.8 0.0 100.0 80.0 63.3 90.9 397 5,978 
Hispanic/Latino? 78.0 0.0 100.0 90.0 66.7 100.0 479 1,390 
sag ety 70.0 0.0 100.0 80.0 50.0 100.0 101 1 
Two or more races? 77.9 0.0 100.0 90.0 66.7 100.0 401 916 
White® 85.0 38.0 100.0 88.9 80.0 92.3 786 100,136 
Missing? 61.9 0.0 100.0 69.1 50.0 84.3 687 4,530 
Age 
24 or younger? 85.9 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 490 735 
25-34? 82.0 0.0 100.0 84.6 76.3 90.3 774 20,148 
35-44? 85.3 0.0 100.0 89.5 79.5 93.9 782 31,622 
45-602 87.4 16.7 100.0 92.6 83.4 95.3 783 43,421 
61 or older® 73.8 0.0 100.0 775 69.4 83.5 763 14,737 
Missing? 63.4 0.0 100.0 70.0 50.0 87.5 672 3,620 
Local education agency characteristic 
School type 
Public school academies? 74.2 33.3 98.7 74.8 67.9 81.6 250 14,268 
Traditional school districts’ 89.5 50.0 100.0 90.5 87.6 92.6 538 100,015 
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25th 75th Number of 


percentile percentile oXer-)| 
ofteacher ofteacher education Number of 
(larliclarclaciule Mean Minimum Maximum Median ix=14=1 0} 4(e) a a =1K>) 14 (0) 9 = 1221 0 (01 teachers 
Locale 
Urban? 75.9 47.9 95.3 75.0 67.9 86.6 151 28,901 
Suburban? 88.5 42.5 100.0 90.3 86.4 92.7 404 24,239 
Town> 85.7 33.3 97.5 89.4 79.4 92.9 253 45,842 
Rural? 89.4 59.0 100.0 90.7 88.1 92.7 129 13,401 
Region 
1. Upper Peninsula? 87.4 70.0 100.0 88.8 84.1 91.4 67 3,410 
2. Northwest? 87.1 59.0 98.7 89.0 82.8 92.1 46 3,540 
3. Northeast? 87.2 70.0 96.2 88.6 84.1 91.5 26 1,971 
4. West? 87.4 58.1 96.0 90.2 85.5 92.5 125 19,136 
5. East Central® 85.7 50.0 95.3 89.9 82.6 92.0 48 5,766 
6. East? 87.7 57.4 100.0 90.4 85.0 92.8 85 9,510 
7. South Central? 85.1 62.4 96.3 88.8 76.6 92.5 37 5,230 
8. Southwest? 85.2 59.2 100.0 88.2 81.7 91.5 76 9,683 
9. Southeast? 86.8 44.3 97.0 88.9 83.6 92.3 74 10,689 
10. Detroit metro® 78.4 33.3 97.5 79.1 69.5 89.6 202 45,348 
Total student enrollment 
Lowest quartile? 77.8 44.3 100.0 78.4 70.0 87.2 124 2,288 
Second quartile? 80.2 33.3 97.0 81.9 73.8 88.6 201 10,194 
Third quartile> 86.4 47.9 96.0 89.5 85.1 91.5 229 20,169 
Fourth quartile? 90.3 60.9 97.5 91.6 88.9 93.3 234 81,632 


Characteristic of the student populations served by local education agencies 


Percentage of economically disadvantaged students 


Lowest quartile® 89.7 56.6 100.0 92.0 88.6 93.6 214 46,094 
Second quartile? 89.4 66.6 100.0 90.5 88.0 92.3 213 23,673 
Third quartile? 84.2 50.0 100.0 86.8 80.0 89.8 186 23,736 
Fourth quartile? 73.2 33.3 93.2 74.1 67.5 81.1 174 20,773 
Percentage of students of racial/ethnic minorities 
Lowest quartile? 89.0 57.8 100.0 90.2 87.5 92.5 207 19,652 
Second quartile? 88.4 50.0 100.0 91.0 87.1 93.2 214 30,410 
Third quartile? 85.6 44.3 97.0 88.3 82.2 91.9 189 38,440 
Fourth quartile? 74.0 33.3 94.6 74.3 67.9 82.0 177 25,772 
Percentage of students who are English learners 
Lowest quartile? 82.6 33.3 100.0 87.4 75.5 90.8 188 8,501 
Second quartile 84.7 47.2 97.0 88.7 79.6 91.7 173 16,398 
Third quartile? 87.3 51:9 97.5 90.0 85.2 92.5 213 35,123 
Fourth quartile 83.9 44.3 100.0 86.9 78.2 91.7 213 54,253 
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25th 75th Number of 
percentile percentile oXer-)| 


of teacher ofteacher education Number of 
Characteristic Mean Minimum Maximum Median x=) 4-10) 4(¢) a =14=) 14 (0) 9 = 124-1 0 (011 teachers 


Percentage of students receiving special education services 


Lowest quartile 83.0 44.3 100.0 88.4 75.8 92.5 181 21,618 
Second quartile 85.2 33.3 98.7 89.1 81.5 92.5 226 38,472 
Third quartile 85.8 47.9 100.0 88.8 82.4 91.7 221 33,346 
Fourth quartile 84.2 50.0 100.0 86.9 79.7 90.3 159 20,838 
Percentage of students proficient in English language arts 
Lowest quartile? 74.1 33.3 95.4 75.0 66.6 83.1 158 22,041 
Second quartile? 85.6 60.5 95.3 88.0 81.6 90.6 188 21,998 
Third quartile? 89.3 71.6 98.7 90.6 87.6 92.4 185 25,238 
Fourth quartile? 89.8 62.2 96.3 92.2 89.2 93.4 188 43,685 


Note: For each characteristic, categories or quartiles with different superscripts (a and b) have mean differences that are 5 percentage points or greater. 
Retention rates are based on all 114,283 teachers employed by the 788 local education agencies in Michigan between 2013/14 and 2018/19. Local education 
agencies are defined as public school academies (charter schools) or traditional school districts. Teachers employed by Michigan’s intermediate school 
districts (agencies that provide supporting functions, mostly at the county level) and regional education agencies were not included in these retention rates. 
Local education agencies that opened or closed during the six-year span are not represented. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of data provided by the Michigan Department of Education. 


Figure B1. Retention rates for local education agencies ranged from 33 percent to 100 percent, but 75 percent 
of local education agencies had retention rates higher than 80 percent, 2013/14—2018/19 
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Note: Bars represent the number of local education agencies within a 2 percentage point span for retention rate. Blue bars represent 788 of Michigan’s 893 
local education agencies and 114,283 of the state’s 408,591 public school teachers. Agencies that employed fewer than five teachers or served fewer than 
100 students in any one year were excluded (because retention rates are less stable with fewer teachers employed), as were agencies that opened or closed 
during the six-year span. Orange bars represent the numbers of local education agencies for which survey data were obtained that had retention rates within 
a 2 percentage point span. Local education agencies are defined as public school academies (charter schools) or traditional school districts. Teachers 
employed by Michigan’s intermediate school districts (agencies that provide supporting functions, mostly at the county level) and regional education 
agencies were not included in these retention rates. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of data provided by the Michigan Department of Education. 


Figure B2. Teacher retention rates varied across Michigan economic prosperity regions and local education 
agencies, with retention lowest in the local education agencies in the Detroit metro region, 2013/14—2018/19 
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Note: Michigan’s economic prosperity regions are distinguished by black lines. Traditional school districts that employed fewer than five teachers or served 
fewer than 100 students are shaded in gray because the loss of individual teachers affects retention rates in these smaller school districts much more than 
in larger school districts. Public school academies (charter schools) that employed fewer than five teachers or served fewer than 100 students were not 
included in the map. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of data provided by the Michigan Department of Education. 
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Teachers’ awareness of supports in their local education agency 


To address research question 2, the study team calculated the frequency and percentage of survey respondents 
who indicated that a support was present in their local education agency or absent from their agency (table B2). 
Differences in the presence of teacher supports for different types of local education agencies are in subsequent 


tables (tables B3—B11). 


Table B2. Percentage of survey respondents who indicated that specific supports were present in their local 


education agency, fall 2020 


Support type 


Supports for new teachers 


A mentoring program for teachers new to the local education agency 


Regular supportive communication with your principal, other 
administrators, or department chair 


Seminars, classes, or professional development sessions for 
beginning teachers 


An orientation to the school 


Common planning time with teachers in your subject area and/or 
grade level 


Professional learning community teams with added supports for new 


teachers 
Instructional rounds with peers 
Extra classroom assistance (such as teacher aides) 


Reduced teaching schedule/additional preparation time periods or 
release time 


Compensation and benefits 
Annual salary increases 


Tuition reimbursement or financial assistance for additional 
endorsements or professional learning 


Performance-based compensation such as bonuses or salary 
increases for teachers who have effective evaluation ratings 


Childcare benefits such as subsidies, on-site childcare, or childcare 
assistance 


Financial incentives for teachers in high-need subjects or at high- 
need schools 


Teacher housing or mortgage assistance programs 

Evaluation 

Evaluation based in part on formal observations 

Evaluation includes opportunities for teachers to set goals 
Evaluation based in part on student growth data 

Evaluation provides opportunities to receive feedback 

Evaluation based in part on informal classroom walk-throughs 
Evaluation based on clearly defined performance standards 
Evaluation system requires collaboration with supervisor on goals 


Evaluation based on multiple data sources 
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Frequency 


261 
249 


234 


209 
195 


157 


126 
120 
52 


251 
127 


95 


25 


19 


Support is present 


Percentage 


85.6 
81.7 


76.7 


68.6 
64.0 


51.6 


41.4 
39.3 
17.1 


82.2 
41.7 


31.2 


8.1 


6.2 


2.2 


97.8 
96.5 
96.5 
94.7 
91.2 
90.9 
87.4 
81.5 


Frequency 


110 


148 


179 
185 
253 


54 
178 


210 


280 


286 


Support is not present 


91.9 


93.8 


97.8 


22 
3.5 
3.5 
5.3 
8.8 
9.1 
12.6 
18.5 


Percentage 


B-5 


SU] 0) ole) gam nV, oX-) Support is present Support is not present 


Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage 


Professional development 


Agency-organized workshops, conferences, or training sessions 272 89.2 31 10.8 
Release time from teaching to attend professional development 215 74.7 73 25.3 
Online courses, resources, or platforms for knowledge sharing 206 71.5 82 28.5 
Reimbursement for conferences, workshops, or courses 198 68.8 90 31.3 
Time for observational visits to other classrooms in my school 185 64.0 104 36.0 
Stipends for professional development activities that take place 128 44.4 160 55.6 


outside regular work hours 
Observational visits to other schools or local education agencies 110 38.1 179 61.9 


Note: Frequencies and percentages are based on survey responses from 539 Michigan teachers representing 305 local education agencies. Teachers' 
responses of "Don't know" and "Not aware" were classified as "Support not present." This table provides percentages of teachers aware of supports 
aggregated to the local education agency level. Teacher responses were adjusted using nonresponse weights. Similar analysis using raw data produced 
different percentages for awareness but similar ordering of items within a category. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of data from the Michigan Department of Education’s survey on teacher supports within local education agencies administered in 
September and October 2020. 


Table B3. Percentage of survey respondents who indicated that supports were present in their local education 
agencies agency, by type of agency, fall 2020 


1-10] 0) | (omcXol alo\e) ummm Ne-Lolia(o)ar-]| Statistical 
academies districts significance 


(n = 103 (n = 436 of 
Support type teachers) teachers) difference 


Supports for new teachers 


A mentoring program for teachers new to the local education agency 78.9 87.3 
Regular supportive communication with your principal, other administrators, or 86.1 81.6 
department chair 

Seminars, classes, or professional development sessions for beginning teachers 72.2 77.2 
An orientation to the school 69.4 67.1 
Common planning time with teachers in your subject area and/or grade level 73.6 62.7 
Professional learning community teams with added supports for new teachers 54.2 51.1 
Instructional rounds with peers 44.4 42.0 
Extra classroom assistance (such as teacher aides) 40.8 38.6 
Reduced teaching schedule/additional preparation time periods or release time 23.6 15.4 


Compensation and benefits 


Annual salary increases 68.1 85.5 nee 
Tuition reimbursement or financial assistance for additional endorsements or 62.5 33.8 eee 
professional learning 

Performance-based compensation such as bonuses or salary increases for 44.4 27.0 me 
teachers who have effective evaluation ratings 

Childcare benefits such as subsidies, on-site childcare, or childcare assistance 8.3 8.3 

Financial incentives for teachers in high-need subjects or at high-need schools 9.7 5.7 

Teacher housing or mortgage assistance programs 2.8 1.3 

Evaluation 

Evaluation based in part on formal observations 95.8 98.7 

Evaluation includes opportunities for teachers to set goals 93.0 97.8 ia 
Evaluation based in part on student growth data 97.2 97.8 
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Support type 


PAU] o] | (omsYel aloe) | 
academies 


(n = 103 
teachers) 


aie-leliacolar-]| 
districts 
(n = 436 

teachers) 


Statistical 
significance 
of 
difference 


Evaluation provides opportunities to receive feedback 94.4 94.7 
Evaluation based in part on informal classroom walk-throughs 97.2 91.2 
Evaluation based on performance standards or definitions of high-quality teacher 91.5 90.4 
practice 

Evaluation system requires collaboration with supervisor on goal setting 88.6 86.8 
Evaluation based on multiple data sources 84.5 81.1 
Professional development 

Agency-organized workshops, conferences, or training sessions 90.0 87.9 
Release time from teaching to attend professional development 68.3 77.1 
Online courses, resources, or platforms for knowledge sharing 80.0 68.4 
Reimbursement for conferences, workshops, or courses 65.0 66.8 
Time for observational visits to other classrooms in my school 68.3 63.3 
Stipends for professional development activities that take place outside regular 26.7 47.8 aS 
work hours 

Observational visits to other schools or local education agencies 30.0 38.6 


* Significant at p < .05; ** significant at p < .01; *** significant at p < .001. 


Note: Percentages are based on survey responses from 539 Michigan teachers, aggregated within local education agencies (305 local education agencies 
represented). Local education agencies are defined as public school academies (charter schools) or traditional school districts. Teachers who work for 
independent school districts or regional education agencies—most of which play a supportive role—were not included. 
Source: Authors’ analysis of data from the Michigan Department of Education’s survey on teacher supports within local education agencies administered in 


September and October 2020. 


Table B4. Percentage of survey respondents who indicated that supports were present in their local education 


agency, by locale, fall 2020 


Statistical 


significance 


Support type 
Supports for new teachers 
A mentoring program for teachers new to the local education agency 


Regular supportive communication with your principal, other 
administrators, or department chair 


Seminars, classes, or professional development sessions for 
beginning teachers 


An orientation to the school 


Common planning time with teachers in your subject area and/or 
grade level 


Professional learning community teams with added supports for new 
teachers 


Instructional rounds with peers 
Extra classroom assistance (such as teacher aides) 


Reduced teaching schedule/additional preparation time periods or 
release time 


Compensation and benefits 
Annual salary increases 


Tuition reimbursement or financial assistance for additional 
endorsements or professional learning 


City 


75.5 
81.1 


67.9 


69.8 
73.6 


50.9 


49.1 
35.8 
26.4 


81.1 
45.3 


SU] o]U Igo) 


82.9 
84.1 


67.1 


54.9 
48.8 


40.2 


31.7 
37.8 
13.4 


82.7 
40.2 


ae) Via) 


86.2 
83.6 


83.6 


75.5 
73.6 


60.9 


44.5 
43.1 
19.1 


82.7 
40.0 


Rural 


96.2 
80.8 


80.8 


69.2 
63.5 


51.0 


48.0 
36.5 
9.6 


76.9 
38.5 


(oy me liai=laclales) 


KE 


B7 


Statistical 


significance 


Support type 


Performance-based compensation such as bonuses or salary 
increases for teachers who have effective evaluation ratings 


Childcare benefits such as subsidies, on-site childcare 


Financial incentives for teachers in high-need subjects or at high- 
need schools 


Teacher housing or mortgage assistance programs 

Evaluation 

Evaluation based in part on formal observations 

Evaluation included opportunities for teachers to set goals 
Evaluation based in part on student growth data 

Evaluation provides opportunities to receive feedback 
Evaluation based in part on informal classroom walk-throughs 


Evaluation based on performance standards or definitions of high- 
quality teacher practice 


Evaluation system requires collaboration with supervisor on goal 
setting 


Evaluation based on multiple data sources 
Professional development 


Local education agency organized workshops, conferences, or 
training sessions 


Release time from teaching to attend professional development 
Online courses, resources, or platforms for knowledge sharing 
Reimbursement for conferences, workshops, or courses 

Time for observational visits to other classrooms in my school 


Stipends for professional development activities that take place 
outside regular work hours 


Observational visits to other schools or local education agencies 


* Significant at p <. 05; ** significant at p < .01. 


City 


48.1 


75 
13.2 


3.8 


96.2 
90.6 
98.1 
94.3 
94.3 
92.5 


84.9 


84.9 


86.7 


57.8 
80.0 
64.4 
62.2 
35.6 


35.6 


SU] o]U Igo) 


28.0 


6.1 
1.2 


1.2 


100.0 
97.6 
95.1 
95.1 
95.1 
86.6 


80.5 


73.2 


88.9 


75.0 
65.3 
62.5 
60.3 
37.5 


38.4 


Bey a) 


24.5 


11.8 
9.1 


1.8 


99.1 
99.1 
99.1 
97.2 
93.6 
93.6 


92.6 


88.1 


92.7 


84.2 
72.9 
67.4 
67.7 
47.4 


36.5 


33.3 


5.8 
3.8 


0.0 


94.2 
96.1 
98.1 
90.2 
86.5 
88.5 


88.5 


78.8 


80.0 


72.0 
68.0 
72.0 
68.0 
50.0 


38.0 


of difference 


KE 


Note: Percentages are based on survey responses from 539 Michigan teachers, aggregated within local education agencies (305 local education agencies 
represented). Local education agencies are defined as public school academies (charter schools) or traditional school districts. Teachers who work for 
independent school districts or regional education agencies—most of which play a supportive role—were not included. 
Source: Authors’ analysis of data from the Michigan Department of Education’s survey on teacher supports within local education agencies administered 


between September and October 2020. 
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Table B5. Percentage of survey respondents who indicated that supports were present in their local education agency, by economic prosperity region, 
fall 2020 


Upper 
STU] 0) ole) gam nV, X=) Peninsula Northwest Northeast West East Central East 


Supports for new teachers 


South 
Central 


Southwest 


Southeast 


Detroit 
aakeiane) 


Statistical 
significance of 
differences 


A mentoring program for teachers 83.3 76.9 90.0 84.5 76.9 88.9 


new to the local education agency 


94.4 


88.2 


90.6 


82.4 


Regular supportive communication 83.3 84.6 80.0 89.7 69.2 77.8 


with your principal, other 
administrators, or department chair 


88.9 


82.4 


90.6 


77.2 


Seminars, classes, or professional 50.0 69.2 80.0 77.6 84.6 77.8 


development sessions for beginning 

teachers 

An orientation to the school 58.3 46.2 50.0 74.1 61.5 44.4 
Common planning time with 41.7 38.5 50.0 55.2 76.9 72.2 
teachers in your subject area and/or 

grade level 

Professional learning community 18.2 23.1 30.0 53.4 38.5 66.7 
teams with added supports for new 

teachers 

Instructional rounds with peers 27.3 23.1 40.0 45.6 61.5 38.9 
Extra classroom assistance (such as 41.7 46.2 70.0 36.2 46.2 35.3 


teacher aides) 


83.3 


50.0 
83.3 


50.0 


55.6 
44.4 


79.4 


82.4 
55.9 


67.6 


41.2 
44.1 


75.0 


71.9 
71.9 


56.3 


34.4 
43.8 


75.0 


71.7 
75.0 


53.3 


44.6 
31.5 


Reduced teaching 0.0 15.4 40.0 12.1 23.1 22.2 


schedule/additional preparation 


22.2 


14.7 


21.9 


17.4 


time periods or release time 


Compensation and benefits 


83.3 


91.2 


78.1 


82.6 


Annual salary increases 75.0 69.2 80.0 84.2 76.9 66.7 


Tuition reimbursement or financial 16.7 61.5 30.0 60.3 23.1 11.1 
assistance for additional 

endorsements or professional 

learning 


22.2 


33.3 


50.0 


60.6 


43.8 


31.3 


37.0 


23.9 


RK 


**K 


Performance-based compensation 33.3 38.5 0.0 33.3 30.8 16.7 
_ such as bonuses or salary increases 


Statistical 


Upper South Detroit significance of 
SU] 0) ole) gam ny, eX=) Peninsula Northwest Northeast West East Central Central Southwest Southeast raat=yaae) differences 


for teachers who have effective 
evaluation ratings 


Childcare benefits such as subsidies, 8.3 7.7 10.0 5.2 7.7 11.1 5.6 11.8 12.5 7.6 
on-site childcare, or childcare 

assistance 

Financial incentives for teachers in 0.0 7.7 0.0 3.4 0.0 0.0 5.6 8.8 3.1 13.0 
high-need subjects or at high-need 

schools 

Teacher housing or mortgage 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.9 3.1 2.2 
assistance programs 

Evaluation 

Evaluation based in part on formal 100.0 100.0 100.0 94.8 92.3 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 97.8 
observations 

Evaluation includes opportunities 100.0 92.3 100.0 96.6 100.0 100.0 94.4 97.1 93.8 96.7 
for teachers to set goals 

Evaluation based in part on student 100.0 92.3 90.0 96.5 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 90.6 100.0 
growth data 

Evaluation provides opportunities 90.9 92.3 90.0 93.1 100.0 94.4 88.9 100.0 90.6 96.7 
to receive feedback 

Evaluation based in part on informal 91.7 92.3 100.0 84.5 100.0 83.3 94.4 97.1 93.8 95.6 
classroom walk-throughs 

Evaluation based on performance 91.7 92.3 80.0 87.9 100.0 94.4 88.9 97.1 84.4 91.2 


standards or definitions of high- 
quality teacher practice 


Evaluation system requires 75.0 84.6 80.0 89.7 76.9 88.9 83.3 97.1 83.9 87.9 
collaboration with supervisor on 

goal setting 

Evaluation based on multiple data 83.3 61.5 70.0 74.1 92.3 94.4 77.8 97.1 71.9 85.7 = 


sources 


Statistical 


Upper South Detroit significance of 
Support type Peninsula Northwest Northeast East Central East Central Southwest Southeast metro differences 


Professional development 


Local education agency organized 90.0 92.3 88.9 78.4 91.7 93.8 88.2 83.9 93.3 92.2 
workshops, conferences, or training 

sessions 

Release time from teaching to 80.0 84.6 66.7 74.5 75.0 87.5 75.0 74.2 83.3 68.8 
attend professional development 

Online courses, resources, or 70.0 69.2 66.7 64.7 75.0 68.8 82.4 54.8 76.7 779 
platforms for knowledge sharing 

Reimbursement for conferences, 50.0 76.9 66.7 70.6 50.0 75.0 56.3 67.7 76.7 62.3 
workshops, or courses 

Time for observational visits to 50.0 84.6 44.4 64.7 66.7 43.8 82.4 59.4 66.7 66.2 
other classrooms in my school 

Stipends for professional 50.0 38.5 778 43.1 50.0 50.0 18.8 61.3 36.7 36.4 . 


development activities that take 
place outside regular work hours 


Observational visits to other schools 30.0 53.8 22.2 41.2 41.7 25.0 52.9 40.6 33.3 31.2 
or local education agencies 


* Significant at p <. 05; ** significant at p < .01; *** significant at p <.001. 

Note: Percentages are based on survey responses from 539 Michigan teachers, aggregated within local education agencies (305 agencies represented). Local education agencies are defined as public school 
academies (charter schools) or traditional school districts. Teachers who work for independent school districts or regional education agencies—most of which play a supportive role—were not included. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of data from the Michigan Department of Education’s survey on teacher supports within local education agencies administered in September and October 2020. 


Table B6. Percentage of survey respondents who indicated that supports were present in their local education 
agency, by quartiles of average student enrollment in their agency, fall 2020 


Lowest Fourth 
quartile quartile Seidler] 


(smallest Second aialice| (EVexeta significance 
Support type agencies) olUr- Taal (=) (olUr-Taul (-) agencies) of differences 


Supports for new teachers 


A mentoring program for teachers new to the local 18.2 83.0 86.3 90.3 


*KK 
education agency 
Regular supportive communication with your principal, 90.9 84.9 79.0 83.2 
other administrators, or department chair 
Seminars, classes, or professional development sessions 36.4 77.4 64.2 84.5 or 
for beginning teachers 
An orientation to the school 27.3 52.8 66.7 76.1 — 
Common planning time with teachers in your subject area 9.1 56.6 64.2 72.3 ik 
and/or grade level 
Professional learning community teams with added 18.2 47.2 43.8 60.0 ve 
supports for new teachers 
Instructional rounds with peers 9.1 37.7 35.0 50.6 ** 
Extra classroom assistance (such as teacher aides) 45.5 40.4 29.6 43.2 
Reduced teaching schedule/additional preparation time 18.2 20.8 12.3 18.7 
periods or release time 
Compensation and benefits 
Annual salary increases 54.5 69.8 78.8 88.4 ae 
Tuition reimbursement or financial assistance for 18.2 47.2 45.7 37.4 
additional endorsements or professional learning 
Performance-based compensation such as bonuses or 18.2 28.3 40.7 28.1 
salary increases for teachers who have effective 
evaluation ratings 
Childcare benefits such as subsidies, on-site childcare, or 9.1 5.7 6.2 10.3 
childcare assistance 
Financial incentives for teachers in high-need subjects or 9.1 1.9 6.2 8.4 
at high-need schools 
Teacher housing or mortgage assistance programs 0.0 0.0 2.5 1.9 
Evaluation 
Evaluation based in part on formal observations 100.0 96.2 97.5 98.7 
Evaluation includes opportunities for teachers to set goals 81.8 96.2 96.3 98.1 
Evaluation based in part on student growth data 81.8 96.2 98.8 98.7 a 
Evaluation provides opportunities to receive feedback 81.8 94.2 92.6 96.8 
Evaluation based in part on informal classroom walk- 90.9 96.2 90.1 92.9 
throughs 
Evaluation based on performance standards or definitions 90.9 88.5 91.4 91.0 
of high-quality teacher practice 
Evaluation system requires collaboration with supervisor 70.0 82.7 88.9 89.0 
on goal setting 
Evaluation based on multiple data sources 54.5 84.6 75.3 86.5 ii 


REL 2021-108 B-12 


Lowest Fourth 
quartile quartile Serisiaer|| 


(smallest Second malice! (eVect significance 
SU] 0) ole) ama nV] o1-) agencies) quartile olUr-Taul (=) agencies) of differences 


Professional development 


Local education agency organized workshops, 70.0 92.9 85.3 89.9 
conferences, or training sessions 

Release time from teaching to attend professional 90.0 69.0 68.0 79.7 
development 

Online courses, resources, or platforms for knowledge 50.0 78.6 61.3 75.5 o 
sharing 

Reimbursement for conferences, workshops, or courses 60.0 64.3 58.7 71.7 
Time for observational visits to other classrooms in my 40.0 60.5 60.0 69.8 
school 

Stipends for professional development activities that take 30.0 31.0 37.3 50.7 
place outside regular work hours 

Observational visits to other schools or local education 30.0 37.2 29.3 41.0 
agencies 


* Significant at p <. 05; ** significant at p < .01; *** significant at p < .001. 

Note: Percentages are based on survey responses from 539 Michigan teachers, aggregated within local education agencies (305 agencies represented). Local 
education agencies are defined as public school academies (charter schools) or traditional school districts. Teachers who work for independent school 
districts or regional education agencies—most of which play a supportive role—were not included. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of data from the Michigan Department of Education’s survey on teacher supports within local education agencies administered in 
September and October 2020. 


Table B7. Percentage of survey respondents who indicated that supports were present in their local education 
agency, by quartiles of average percentage of economically disadvantaged students, fall 2020 


Statistical 
Lowest Second Third Fourth significance of 


Support type olUr-Tanl (=) oLUr-Tanl (=) oLUr-Tanl (=) oLUr-Tanl (=) differences 


Supports for new teachers 


A mentoring program for teachers new to the local 91.4 94.4 79.3 71.7 pig 
education agency 

Regular supportive communication with your principal, 91.4 87.3 80.5 64.8 lal 
other administrators, or department chair 

Seminars, classes, or professional development sessions 83.9 76.1 76.8 61.1 * 
for beginning teachers 

An orientation to the school 80.6 71.8 57.3 55.6 ba 
Common planning time with teachers in your subject area 80.6 57.7 57.3 61.1 one 
and/or grade level 

Professional learning community teams with added 53.8 53.5 53.1 44.4 

supports for new teachers 

Instructional rounds with peers 47.8 43.7 43.2 31.5 

Extra classroom assistance (such as teacher aides) 43.0 33.8 41.5 35.8 

Reduced teaching schedule/additional preparation time 19.4 9.9 17.1 24.1 


periods or release time 
Compensation and benefits 
Annual salary increases 86.0 82.9 81.7 70.4 


Tuition reimbursement or financial assistance for 40.9 36.6 36.6 51.9 
additional endorsements or professional learning 


Performance-based compensation such as bonuses or 32.6 23.9 29.6 40.7 
salary increases for teachers who have effective 
evaluation ratings 


Childcare benefits such as subsidies, on-site childcare, or 15.1 5.6 6.1 3.7 * 
childcare assistance 

Financial incentives for teachers in high-need subjects or 5.4 4.2 7.3 11.1 
at high-need schools 

Teacher housing or mortgage assistance programs 2.2 0.0 1.2 3.7 
Evaluation 

Evaluation based in part on formal observations 100.0 97.1 97.6 96.3 
Evaluation includes opportunities for teachers to set goals 96.8 97.1 98.8 92.6 
Evaluation based in part on student growth data 98.9 97.1 95.1 100.0 
Evaluation provides opportunities to receive feedback 95.7 94.2 92.7 96.3 
Evaluation based in part on informal classroom walk- 94.6 90.0 91.5 94.4 
throughs 

Evaluation based on performance standards or definitions 92.5 85.7 91.5 92.6 


of high-quality teacher practice 


Evaluation system requires collaboration with supervisor 87.0 87.1 90.2 83.3 
on goal setting 


Evaluation based on multiple data sources 83.9 74.3 84.1 85.2 


REL 2021-108 B-14 


Sic laksiuler-]| 


Lowest Second Third Fourth significance of 
SU] 0) ole) dam nV] 01-1 or TaNl (=) oUr-Tanl (-) oLUr-Tanl (-) oUr-Tanl (=) differences 


Professional development 


Local education agency organized workshops, 88.8 88.1 90.4 84.8 
conferences, or training sessions 

Release time from teaching to attend professional 81.0 76.1 76.7 60.9 
development 

Online courses, resources, or platforms for knowledge 78.8 67.2 65.8 71.7 
sharing 

Reimbursement for conferences, workshops, or courses 75.9 65.7 61.6 58.7 
Time for observational visits to other classrooms in my 70.0 65.7 62.2 56.5 
school 

Stipends for professional development activities that take 45.6 41.8 42.5 41.3 
place outside regular work hours 

Observational visits to other schools or local education 41.3 32.8 45.9 19.6 S 
agencies 


* Significant at p <. 05; ** significant at p < .01; *** significant at p < .001. 

Note: Percentages are based on survey responses from 539 Michigan teachers, aggregated within local education agencies (305 agencies represented). Local 
education agencies are defined as public school academies (charter schools) or traditional school districts. Teachers who work for independent school 
districts or regional education agencies—most of which play a supportive role—were not included. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of data from the Michigan Department of Education’s survey on teacher supports within local education agencies administered in 
September and October 2020. 


Table B8. Percentage of survey respondents who indicated that supports were present in their local education 
agency, by quartiles of average percentage of racial/ethnic minority students, fall 2020 


Statistical 
Lowest Second Third Fourth significance of 


Support type olUr-Tanl (=) olUr-Tanl (=) oLUr-Tanl (=) oUr-Tanl (=) differences 


Supports for new teachers 


A mentoring program for teachers new to the local 83.3 93.7 84.5 778 
education agency 

Regular supportive communication with your principal, 83.3 83.8 86.6 74.6 
other administrators, or department chair 

Seminars, classes, or professional development sessions 75.0 73.8 83.5 68.3 
for beginning teachers 

An orientation to the school 61.7 66.3 74.2 65.1 
Common planning time with teachers in your subject area 63.3 55.0 70.1 73.0 
and/or grade level 

Professional learning community teams with added 35.6 56.3 56.7 54.0 ; 
supports for new teachers 

Instructional rounds with peers 36.2 43.8 42.3 47.6 
Extra classroom assistance (such as teacher aides) 41.7 38.8 39.2 37.1 
Reduced teaching schedule/additional preparation time 15.0 18.8 13.4 23.8 


periods or release time 
Compensation and benefits 
Annual salary increases 79.7 80.0 85.6 77.8 


Tuition reimbursement or financial assistance for 40.0 33.8 38.1 54.0 
additional endorsements or professional learning 


Performance-based compensation such as bonuses or 22.0 28.8 32.3 41.3 
salary increases for teachers who have effective 
evaluation ratings 


Childcare benefits such as subsidies, on-site childcare, or 10.0 8.8 10.3 3.2 
childcare assistance 

Financial incentives for teachers in high-need subjects or 3.3 1.3 9.3 12.7 4 
at high-need schools 

Teacher housing or mortgage assistance programs 0.0 0.0 2.1 4.8 
Evaluation 

Evaluation based in part on formal observations 100.0 98.8 96.9 96.8 
Evaluation includes opportunities for teachers to set goals 96.6 97.5 96.9 95.2 
Evaluation based in part on student growth data 98.3 95.0 97.9 100.0 
Evaluation provides opportunities to receive feedback 93.3 96.2 92.7 96.8 
Evaluation based in part on informal classroom walk- 93.3 88.8 92.7 96.8 
throughs 

Evaluation based on performance standards or definitions 90.0 86.3 92.7 93.7 


of high-quality teacher practice 


Evaluation system requires collaboration with supervisor 80.0 87.5 90.5 88.9 
on goal setting 


Evaluation based on multiple data sources 78.3 73.8 87.5 87.3 


REL 2021-108 B-16 


Sic laksiuler-]| 


Lowest Second Third Fourth significance of 
SU] 0) ole) dam nV] 01-1 olUr-TaNl (=) oLUr-Tanl (-) oUr-Tanl (-) oLUr-Tanl (-) differences 


Professional development 


Local education agency organized workshops, 87.3 91.9 84.5 90.6 
conferences, or training sessions 

Release time from teaching to attend professional 72.7 85.1 75.9 62.3 ‘ 
development 

Online courses, resources, or platforms for knowledge 65.5 67.6 72.6 79.2 
sharing 

Reimbursement for conferences, workshops, or courses 67.3 64.9 73.5 56.6 
Time for observational visits to other classrooms in my 58.2 70.7 66.7 58.5 
school 

Stipends for professional development activities that take 47.3 43.2 44.6 35.8 
place outside regular work hours 

Observational visits to other schools or local education 41.8 32.0 41.7 30.2 
agencies 


* Significant at p <. 05. 

Note: Percentages are based on survey responses from 539 Michigan teachers, aggregated within local education agencies (305 agencies represented). Local 
education agencies are defined as public school academies (charter schools) or traditional school districts. Teachers who work for independent school 
districts or regional education agencies—most of which play a supportive role—were not included. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of data from the Michigan Department of Education’s survey on teacher supports within local education agencies administered in 
September and October 2020. 


Table B9. Percentage of survey respondents who indicated that supports were present in their local education 
agency, by quartiles of average percentage of English learner students, fall 2020 


Statistical 
Lowest Second aialige| Fourth significance of 


Support type quartile oLUr-Tanl (=) olUr-Tanl (=) oLUr-Tanl (=) differences 


Supports for new teachers 


A mentoring program for teachers new to the local 60.5 93.0 91.2 85.3 pil 
education agency 

Regular supportive communication with your principal, 76.3 88.4 80.4 84.6 

other administrators, or department chair 

Seminars, classes, or professional development sessions 60.5 72.1 81.4 77.8 

for beginning teachers 

An orientation to the school 44.7 67.4 71.6 71.8 . 
Common planning time with teachers in your subject area 47.4 69.8 67.6 67.5 

and/or grade level 

Professional learning community teams with added 24.3 48.8 57.8 56.4 it 
supports for new teachers 

Instructional rounds with peers 27.0 55.8 41.6 43.6 

Extra classroom assistance (such as teacher aides) 42.1 40.5 36.3 40.2 

Reduced teaching schedule/additional preparation time 21.1 16.3 21.6 12.8 


periods or release time 
Compensation and benefits 
Annual salary increases 76.3 83.7 79.2 83.8 


Tuition reimbursement or financial assistance for 26.3 44.2 41.2 43.6 
additional endorsements or professional learning 


Performance-based compensation such as bonuses or 26.3 27.9 27.7 37.1 
salary increases for teachers who have effective 
evaluation ratings 


Childcare benefits such as subsidies, on-site childcare, or 5.3 9.3 8.8 8.5 

childcare assistance 

Financial incentives for teachers in high-need subjects or 2.6 0.0 5.9 11.1 * 
at high-need schools 

Teacher housing or mortgage assistance programs 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.3 a 
Evaluation 

Evaluation based in part on formal observations 100.0 97.7 97.1 98.3 

Evaluation includes opportunities for teachers to set goals 94.7 100.0 97.1 95.7 

Evaluation based in part on student growth data 94.7 100.0 96.1 99.1 

Evaluation provides opportunities to receive feedback 94.6 95.3 94.1 94.8 

Evaluation based in part on informal classroom walk- 94.7 93.0 92.2 92.2 

throughs 

Evaluation based on performance standards or definitions 86.8 93.0 87.3 94.0 


of high-quality teacher practice 


Evaluation system requires collaboration with supervisor 81.6 81.4 87.1 91.4 
on goal setting 


Evaluation based on multiple data sources 81.6 83.7 75.5 87.1 


REL 2021-108 B-18 


Sic laksiuler-]| 


Lowest Second Third Fourth significance of 
SU] 0) ole) dam nV] 01-1 quartile oLUr-Tanl (-) olUr-Tanl (-) oLUr-Tanl (=) differences 


Professional development 


Local education agency organized workshops, 90.6 92.5 90.2 84.3 
conferences, or training sessions 

Release time from teaching to attend professional 71.9 72.5 82.6 70.3 
development 

Online courses, resources, or platforms for knowledge 65.6 75.0 66.3 75.5 
sharing 

Reimbursement for conferences, workshops, or courses 62.5 60.0 68.5 68.3 
Time for observational visits to other classrooms in my 45.5 70.0 63.0 69.6 
school 

Stipends for professional development activities that take 40.6 40.0 48.9 39.6 
place outside regular work hours 

Observational visits to other schools or local education 39.4 35.0 35.9 37.3 
agencies 


* Significant at p <. 05; ** significant at p < .01; *** significant at p < .001. 

Note: Percentages are based on survey responses from 539 Michigan teachers, aggregated within local education agencies (305 agencies represented). Local 
education agencies are defined as public school academies (charter schools) or traditional school districts. Teachers who work for independent school 
districts or regional education agencies—most of which play a supportive role—were not included. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of data from the Michigan Department of Education’s survey on teacher supports within local education agencies administered in 
September and October 2020. 


Table B10. Percentage of survey respondents who indicated that supports were present in their local 
education agency, by quartiles of average percentage of students proficient in English language arts, fall 2020 


Statistical 
Lowest Second Third mele lada significance of 


Support type olUr-Tanl (=) oLUr-Tanl (=) oUr-Tanl (=) olUr-Tanl (=) differences 


Supports for new teachers 


A mentoring program for teachers new to the local 70.9 81.6 97.2 89.2 pil 
education agency 

Regular supportive communication with your principal, 69.1 80.5 79.2 94.6 isk 
other administrators, or department chair 

Seminars, classes, or professional development sessions 65.5 70.1 79.2 84.9 = 
for beginning teachers 

An orientation to the school 56.4 64.9 63.9 80.6 iat 
Common planning time with teachers in your subject area 63.4 54.5 66.7 75.3 * 
and/or grade level 

Professional learning community teams with added 49.1 46.8 56.3 54.8 

supports for new teachers 

Instructional rounds with peers 36.4 41.6 43.7 47.8 

Extra classroom assistance (such as teacher aides) 38.9 36.4 34.7 45.2 

Reduced teaching schedule/additional preparation time 21.8 14.3 13.9 19.4 


periods or release time 
Compensation and benefits 
Annual salary increases 65.5 81.8 85.9 86.0 * 


Tuition reimbursement or financial assistance for 40.0 39.0 41.7 41.9 
additional endorsements or professional learning 


Performance-based compensation such as bonuses or 29.1 31.2 35.2 29.3 
salary increases for teachers who have effective 
evaluation ratings 


Childcare benefits such as subsidies, on-site childcare, or 7.3 5.2 4.2 15.1 * 
childcare assistance 

Financial incentives for teachers in high-need subjects or 12.7 6.5 4.2 5.4 

at high-need schools 

Teacher housing or mortgage assistance programs 3.6 1.3 1.4 1.1 

Evaluation 

Evaluation based in part on formal observations 96.4 97.4 98.6 100.0 

Evaluation includes opportunities for teachers to set goals 92.7 100.0 95.7 98.9 ‘ 
Evaluation based in part on student growth data 100.0 96.1 97.2 98.9 

Evaluation provides opportunities to receive feedback 94.5 94.8 94.3 96.8 

Evaluation based in part on informal classroom walk- 98.2 89.6 88.7 96.8 - 
throughs 

Evaluation based on performance standards or definitions 92.7 90.9 90.1 90.3 


of high-quality teacher practice 


Evaluation system requires collaboration with supervisor 83.6 90.9 88.7 87.0 
on goal setting 


Evaluation based on multiple data sources 81.8 85.7 78.9 82.8 


REL 2021-108 B-20 


Sic laksiuler-]| 


Lowest Second Third Fourth significance of 
SU] 0) ole) dam nV] 01-1 quartile oUr-Tanl (-) oLUr-Tanl (=) oLUr-Tanl (=) differences 


Professional development 


Local education agency organized workshops, 89.8 83.8 90.9 90.0 
conferences, or training sessions 

Release time from teaching to attend professional 65.3 79.4 72.7 79.7 
development 

Online courses, resources, or platforms for knowledge 71.4 58.8 72.7 79.7 - 
sharing 

Reimbursement for conferences, workshops, or courses 59.2 66.2 62.1 74.7 
Time for observational visits to other classrooms in my 57.1 58.0 69.7 72.5 
school 

Stipends for professional development activities that take 49.0 33.8 50.0 41.8 
place outside regular work hours 

Observational visits to other schools or local education 24.5 40.6 33.3 45.0 
agencies 


* Significant at p <. 05; ** significant at p < .01; *** significant at p < .001. 

Note: Percentages are based on survey responses from 539 Michigan teachers, aggregated within local education agencies (305 agencies represented). Local 
education agencies are defined as public school academies (charter schools) or traditional school districts. Teachers who work for independent school 
districts or regional education agencies—most of which play a supportive role—were not included. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of data from the Michigan Department of Education’s survey on teacher supports within local education agencies administered in 
September and October 2020. 


Table B11. Percentage of survey respondents who indicated that supports were present in their local 
education agency, by quartiles of average percentage of students requiring special education services, fall 
2020 


Sic laciuler]| 


Lowest Second aialige| Fourth significance of 
SU) 0) ele) gam nV, eX=) olUr-Tanl (=) olUr-Tanl (=) quartile quartile differences 


Supports for new teachers 


A mentoring program for teachers new to the local 80.0 90.7 84.9 81.6 
education agency 

Regular supportive communication with your principal, 80.3 82.5 87.1 77.6 
other administrators, or department chair 

Seminars, classes, or professional development sessions 72.1 84.5 71.0 73.5 
for beginning teachers 

An orientation to the school 70.5 70.1 65.6 63.3 
Common planning time with teachers in your subject area 72.1 67.0 63.4 57.1 
and/or grade level 

Professional learning community teams with added 52.5 51.5 51.6 52.1 
supports for new teachers 

Instructional rounds with peers 50.0 35.1 44.1 45.8 
Extra classroom assistance (such as teacher aides) 36.7 39.2 36.6 46.9 
Reduced teaching schedule/additional preparation time 14.8 18.6 15.1 22.4 


periods or release time 
Compensation and benefits 
Annual salary increases 86.9 85.6 78.3 71.4 


Tuition reimbursement or financial assistance for 52.5 42.3 38.7 26.5 7 
additional endorsements or professional learning 


Performance-based compensation such as bonuses or 49.2 24.0 31.5 22.4 ae 
salary increases for teachers who have effective 
evaluation ratings 


Childcare benefits such as subsidies, on-site childcare, or 11.5 6.2 8.6 8.2 
childcare assistance 

Financial incentives for teachers in high-need subjects or 8.2 4.1 5.4 12.2 
at high-need schools 

Teacher housing or mortgage assistance programs 3.3 0.0 1.1 4.1 
Evaluation 

Evaluation based in part on formal observations 96.7 100.0 96.8 98.0 
Evaluation includes opportunities for teachers to set goals 93.3 96.9 96.7 100.0 
Evaluation based in part on student growth data 98.3 97.9 95.7 100.0 
Evaluation provides opportunities to receive feedback 96.7 93.8 93.5 95.9 
Evaluation based in part on informal classroom walk- 93.3 92.8 89.2 98.0 
throughs 

Evaluation based on performance standards or definitions 91.7 89.7 91.4 89.8 


of high-quality teacher practice 


Evaluation system requires collaboration with supervisor 88.3 89.7 84.8 85.7 
on goal setting 


Evaluation based on multiple data sources 85.0 82.5 75.3 89.8 


REL 2021-108 B-22 


Syiclaciuler]| 


Lowest NYererey ale} aialige| Fourth significance of 
SU] 0) ole) dam nV] 01-1 quartile quartile oUr-Tanl (=) quartile differences 


Professional development 


Local education agency organized workshops, 85.7 89.8 91.8 81.8 
conferences, or training sessions 

Release time from teaching to attend professional 68.8 69.3 83.5 77.3 
development 

Online courses, resources, or platforms for knowledge 71.4 69.3 75.3 65.9 
sharing 

Reimbursement for conferences, workshops, or courses 68.8 61.4 72.9 61.4 
Time for observational visits to other classrooms in my 66.0 68.2 61.2 61.4 
school 

Stipends for professional development activities that take 39.6 36.4 52.9 40.9 
place outside regular work hours 

Observational visits to other schools or local education 36.0 35.2 37.6 38.6 
agencies 


* Significant at p <. 05; ** significant at p < .01. 

Note: Percentages are based on survey responses from 539 Michigan teachers, aggregated within local education agencies (305 agencies represented). Local 
education agencies are defined as public school academies (charter schools) or traditional school districts. Teachers who work for independent school 
districts or regional education agencies—most of which play a supportive role—were not included. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of data from the Michigan Department of Education’s survey on teacher supports within local education agencies administered in 
September and October 2020. 


Associations between characteristics of local education agencies and respondents’ perceptions of 
quality of support types 

To address research question 3, the study team calculated the frequency and percentage of survey respondents 
who entered each of the five response options (tables B12—B16). The team also coded teachers’ survey responses 
to each item on a 4-point scale (strongly disagree = 1, disagree = 2, agree = 3, strongly agree = 4). These response 
codes were multiplied by the nonresponse weight and then aggregated into a single score for each of the 10 
support types using Rasch scores. These aggregated values were used in the analyses for research question 4. 


Table B12. Percentages of survey respondents who reported on their perceptions of the quality of local 
education agency supports, fall 2020 


Missing/ 


Strongly Strongly rate) 
Support type and quality of support agree Agree Disagree disagree support 


Professional development 


Professional development is closely connected to my school’s 10.1 52.4 17.6 4.3 15.5 
improvement plan 

Professional development includes opportunities to work with 10.6 45.8 21.6 6.5 15.5 
teachers in my school 

Professional development is sustained and coherently focused 7.3 43.4 28.6 6.0 14.6 
Professional development includes enough time to think about, try, 6.3 38.3 32.6 8.0 14.8 
evaluate new ideas 

Professional development is differentiated to meet the needs of 4.5 25.6 34.6 20.3 15.0 


each teacher 


Professional development includes opportunities to work with 4.7 24.3 33.9 22.1 15.0 
teachers from other schools 


REL 2021-108 B-23 


Missing/ 


Strongly Strongly rate) 
SYu]0) Xela mn’ el-m-lale me UL-llim/ Mey mie] ) eel ar agree Agree Disagree disagree support 


Teacher collaboration 


Teachers are highly focused on improving student learning 33.3 42.4 6.2 2.2 16.0 
In the school, teachers take steps to solve problems 16.0 49.9 14.3 4.0 15.8 
school 

Teachers have time available to collaborate with their colleagues 11.8 45.4 19.1 8.2 15.5 
Teachers are provided opportunities to learn from one another 12.3 43.6 22.8 5.3 16.0 
Supportive school leadership 

Manageable class size 6.3 24.5 30.0 21.8 17.5 
Leader behavior is supportive and encouraging 20.5 41.4 12.1 5.7 20.3 
Teachers are comfortable expressing concerns to leadership 18.0 35.9 17.5 8.2 20.5 
Teachers’ concerns are addressed by leader 11.5 38.6 22.3 7.0 20.6 
Leader(s) regularly participates in professional development 10.0 36.9 21.1 11.3 20.6 
planning with teachers 

Leader(s) regularly participates in planning with teachers. 6.5 22.0 32.9 18.1 20.5 
Teachers’ involvement in school governance 

Teachers enabled to make decisions about instruction 16.8 44.3 13.5 7.3 18.1 
Teachers considered experts by administration 16.5 41.4 15.3 8.7 18.1 
Teachers involved in decisionmaking 8.5 37.9 24.0 11.5 18.1 
Quality of mentor program 

Mentor in the same school 47.6 21.1 3.5 7.2 20.6 
Timely feedback from mentor 30.8 32.1 11.1 5.7 20.3 
Mentor who was well trained to support new teachers 28.0 29.3 15.0 7.2 20.6 
Mentor who taught the same grade level(s) and subjects 24.5 26.0 20.3 8.3 21.0 
Sufficient time for me to collaborate with my mentor 13.0 27.0 27.5 12.0 20.6 
Quality and sufficiency of time and resources 

Access to instructional technology such as computers, email 16.3 46.9 13.8 5.0 18.0 
Access to instructional materials such as textbooks 9.2 47.3 17.0 8.7 18.0 
Time/training to utilize instructional technology 6.3 35.4 28.1 11.6 18.5 
Access to professional support personnel 9.2 31.8 26.6 14.1 18.3 
Time to complete curriculum 4.5 35.1 28.8 13.8 17.8 
Noninstructional time for meetings, planning, etc. 3.7 24.6 33.4 20.5 17.8 
Leadership and advancement opportunities 

Opportunities to become department chair 5.3 47.8 24.8 8.7 13.5 
Pathways to become teacher leader 6.7 42.8 29.6 7.2 13.8 
Opportunities for advancement 2.2 40.6 34.3 9.7 13.3 
Career pathways available to become school leaders or principals 3.3 37.4 36.1 9.7 13.5 
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Missing/ 


Strongly Strongly rate) 
SYu]0) Xela may el-m-laleme]UL-llin/ me) mi] ¢) eel ar agree Agree Disagree disagree support 


New teacher socialization 


Information from school administrators to better connect with 11.3 49.9 30.6 7.5 0.7 
students 

Support as a beginning teacher that accommodated needs 7.5 44.8 35.6 11.6 0.5 
Comprehensive orientation to the school 8.7 33.1 13.1 4.0 41.1 
Opportunities to meet often with other beginning teachers 8.8 31.6 43.1 16.0 0.5 
Satisfaction with salary and compensation 

Satisfied with health benefits 11.3 59.1 19.1 9.7 0.8 
Clear communication from local education agency about teacher 

salaries 9.5 45.3 31.1 12.6 1.5 
Salary comparable to salaries at other nearby local education 

agencies 4.0 45.1 33.4 15.6 1.8 
Satisfaction with earning prospects 3.7 22.6 45.6 27.3 0.8 
Satisfaction with current retirement benefits 3.8 43.1 33.9 18.0 1.2 
Satisfaction with current teaching salary 4.3 23.1 41.9 29.6 1.0 
Evaluation system 

Evaluation process/standards were clearly communicated 16.0 61.9 13.8 4.8 3.5 
Evaluation system is intended to promote teacher growth and 11.3 52.7 23.1 9.5 3.3 
development 

Evaluation process helps identify specific things for improving 9.5 53.9 25.8 7.7 3.2 
instruction 

Evaluation process improves communication with leadership 9.3 42.3 34.9 10.0 3.5 
Evaluation process guides my professional development activities 7.3 37.9 40.6 10.8 3.3 


Note: Percentages are based on survey responses from 539 Michigan teachers, aggregated within local education agencies (305 agencies represented). Local 
education agencies are defined as public school academies (charter schools) or traditional school districts. Teachers who work for independent school 
districts or regional education agencies—most of which play a supportive role—were not included. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of data from the Michigan Department of Education’s survey on teacher supports within local education agencies administered in 
September and October 2020. 


Table B13. Quartile of teacher perceptions of the quality of local education agency supports, by local education 
agency characteristics, fall 2020 


Statistical 
Lowest KY-fefe} are! Malice! Highest significance of 


|oYor-) =e [ULor-] 40) a ur-} 4-1 glen’ at] er-\ein=la cid om-Valo m1] 0) lola may] ol) quartile or-TaNl (=) olUr-Tanl (-) oUr-Tanl (=) differences 


Total student enrollment 


Professional development 2.67 5.69 0.55 —1.82 i 
Teacher collaboration -1.50 6.58 2.39 —1.00 ne 
Supportive school leadership 1.18 6.15 1.20 2.39 ‘i 
Teacher involvement in school governance 0.86 4.07 —0.12 -1.43 
Quality of mentor program —12.82 3.52 —0.18 0.94 
Quality and sufficiency of time and material resources 4.21 3.90 -1.74 0.85 
Leadership and advancement opportunities -19.39 —0.40 -0.73 0.73 an 
New teacher socialization 4.02 4.90 0.81 0.09 
Satisfaction with salary and compensation —15.36 -0.41 —1.66 2.62 ae 
Evaluation system —6.23 4.78 3.47 0.61 “i 
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Statistical 


Lowest KY-fefe}are| Malice! Highest significance of 
|oYor-) =e [6 er-] do) aur-} 4-1 alen’ol at] er-Lein=la cid om-Vale 10] 0) lola may] ol) olUr-Taul (=) quartile olUr-Taul (=) oLUr-Tanl (=) differences 


Percentage of economically disadvantaged students 


Professional development 1.90 —1.08 0.86 —1.30 

Teacher collaboration 2.73 0.97 —2.11 —2.98 

Supportive school leadership 1.31 1.10 -0.55 —2.03 

Teacher involvement in school governance 1.52 2.58 —0.35 -6.20 i 
Quality of mentor program 2.03 4.68 -1.74 -3.60 * 
Quality and sufficiency of time and material resources 2.77 -1.94 0.71 —3.64 

Leadership and advancement opportunities -0.51 1.60 3.06 —0.36 

New teacher socialization 2.59 —0.14 1.49 —1.05 

Satisfaction with salary and compensation 0.95 3.41 —-1.69 —2.05 

Evaluation system 0.04 1.09 3.36 0.10 

Percentage of English learner students 

Professional development 1.78 4.22 0.24 —1.64 

Teacher collaboration 2.34 2.06 —1.05 —0.68 

Supportive school leadership 2.87 4.11 -0.77 1.37 

Teacher involvement in school governance 1.59 3.90 —0.70 -1.54 

Quality of mentor program 0.77 7.09 1.04 —-1.69 

Quality and sufficiency of time and material resources 2.27 4.30 -0.23 2.35 

Leadership and advancement opportunities -8.21 3.85 0.94 0.17 * 
New teacher socialization 2.84 1.85 0.85 0.18 
Satisfaction with salary and compensation 1.43 1.97 0.73 -1.13 

Evaluation system 0.83 5.84 —0.30 0.90 
Percentage of students requiring special education services 

Professional development 0.98 —1.88 2.82 0.98 

Teacher collaboration 0.37 —1.06 1.04 —0.49 

Supportive school leadership 1.82 1.64 0.83 -1.47 

Teacher involvement in school governance —3.12 0.71 2.38 —2.67 

Quality of mentor program 2.42 1.49 6.14 -0.71 ae 
Quality and sufficiency of time and material resources 0.12 0.03 1.48 -3.43 

Leadership and advancement opportunities —1.00 1.10 0.37 —1.37 * 
New teacher socialization 0.57 0.02 2.82 —0.06 
Satisfaction with salary and compensation 1.42 0.72 0.62 0.15 

Evaluation system —0.80 1.52 1.60 2.23 


* Significant at p <. 05; ** significant at p < .01. 

Note: The Rasch scores in this table can be compared within rows but not across rows. Rasch scores are based on perceptions of supports on survey responses 
from 539 Michigan teachers, aggregated within local education agencies (305 agencies represented). Local education agencies are defined as public school 
academies (charter schools) or traditional school districts. Teachers who work for independent school districts or regional education agencies—most of 
which play a supportive role—were not included. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of data from the Michigan Department of Education’s survey on teacher supports within local education agencies administered in 
September and October 2020. 
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Table B14. Teacher perceptions of the quality of local education agency supports, by agency locale, fall 2020 


Statistical 
significance of 

Support type Suburb Town differences 
Professional development 2.81 2.17 0.55 0.51 

Teacher collaboration —2.99 1.70 0.77 —1,13 

Supportive school leadership -1.89 2.70 —0.62 —0.14 

Teacher involvement in school governance —4,31 3.25 —1.43 2.10 i 
Quality of mentor program —2.69 2.02 0.49 1.97 

Quality and sufficiency of time and material resources —4,31 2.45 —0.65 1.63 

Leadership and advancement opportunities —0.09 -1.42 0.24 —1.54 

New teacher socialization 3.31 2.62 —0.02 4.65 = 
Satisfaction with salary and compensation —2.56 0.48 0.51 2.89 

Evaluation system -0.75 2.29 2.16 -0.15 


*Significant at p <. 05; ** significant at p < .01. 

Note: The Rasch scores in this table can be compared within rows but not across rows. Rasch scores are based on perceptions of supports on survey responses 
from 539 Michigan teachers, aggregated within local education agencies (305 agencies represented). Local education agencies are defined as public school 
academies (charter schools) or traditional school districts. Teachers who work for independent school districts or regional education agencies—most of 
which play a supportive role—were not included. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of data from the Michigan Department of Education’s survey on teacher supports within local education agencies administered in 
September and October 2020. 


Table B15. Teacher perceptions of the quality of local education agency supports, by type of agency, fall 2020 


S\rlaciiter]| 

1 10] 6} |(omcxol areXe)| Mie-lelid(ear-]msvelareye)| significance of 
SU] 0) ole) am nV] o1-) Eler-lol=aan] district differences 
Professional development 3.81 0.81 i 
Teacher collaboration 4.02 —1.30 * 
Supportive school leadership 3.63 —0.86 il 
Teacher involvement in school governance 0.12 -0.10 
Quality of mentor program 0.85 0.80 
Quality and sufficiency of time and material resources 2.27 —0.76 
Leadership and advancement opportunities -0.55 —0.68 
New teacher socialization 2.30 0.57 
Satisfaction with salary and compensation -6.29 2.34 <7’ 
Evaluation system 2.50 0.79 


*Significant at p <. 05; ** significant at p < .001. 

Note: Rasch scores are based on perceptions of supports on survey responses from 539 Michigan teachers, aggregated within local education agencies (305 
agencies represented). The Rasch scores in this table can be compared within rows but not across rows. Local education agencies are defined as public school 
academies (charter schools) or traditional school districts. Teachers who work for independent school districts or regional education agencies—most of 
which play a supportive role—were not included. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of data from the Michigan Department of Education’s survey on teacher supports within local education agencies administered in 
September and October 2020. 


Table B16. Teacher perceptions of the quality of local education agency supports, by economic prosperity region, fall 2020 


Syiclabiu(er]| 


Upper South Detroit significance 
SU] 0) oe) aan nV, eX=) Peninsula Northwest Northeast West East Central East Central Southwest Southeast rat=iaae) of differences 
Professional development 0.73 1.75 3.73 2.51 0.82 1.34 1.23 -3.43 6.35 -2.79 
Teacher collaboration —5.06 0.47 0.70 5.51 5.38 1.75 5.99 -3.20 2.17 3.34 * 
Supportive school leadership 0.99 5.40 1.23 4.07 —2.05 -3.89 3.11 -3.39 1.61 1.78 
Teacher involvement in * 
school governance 1.23 5.73 4.45 2.71 -1.19 1.01 3.70 -4.76 4.59 4,12 
Quality of mentor program —5.46 -1.04 2.24 —0.80 17.75 1.51 9.00 —2.99 4.66 -1.24 i 
Quality and sufficiency of 
time and material resources 3.34 5.70 5.08 2.36 —3.80 1.19 4.15 —-3.22 0.65 -3.11 
Leadership and 
advancement opportunities -9.09 —-1.50 1.17 3.41 0.27 -8.71 2.02 -3.69 —0.90 —0.10 
New teacher socialization —0.04 0.98 6.15 1.04 5.56 5.00 4.14 1.88 0.38 —1.36 
Satisfaction with salary and “ 
compensation 2.71 -4.77 5.71 5.75 8.15 2.99 0.36 1.43 -2.57 3.31 
Evaluation system 0.27 6.00 1.97 1.92 2.49 3.73 4.58 5.27 0.94 -0.78 


* Significant at p < .05. 

Note: Numbers in cells represent average Rasch scores of perception items, based on survey responses from 539 Michigan teachers, aggregated within local education agencies (305 agencies represented). The 
Rasch scores in this table can be compared within rows but not across rows. Local education agencies are defined as public school academies (charter schools) or traditional school districts. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of data from the Michigan Department of Education’s survey on teacher supports within local education agencies administered in September and October 2020. 


Supports associated with teacher retention 


To address research question 4, the study team developed multilevel logistic regression models to estimate the 
association between each teacher support and the probability of teachers staying in their position, after 
characteristics of teachers and local education agencies were adjusted for. The team created one set of models 
for local education agencies generally, which include both public school academies and traditional school districts 
(tables B17—B20); a second set of models for public school academies (tables B21—B24); and a third set of models 
for traditional school districts (tables B25—B28). 


Similar regression models were developed to estimate the association between survey respondents’ perceptions 
of the quality of each support and the probability of teachers staying in their positions, after characteristics of 
teachers and local education agencies were adjusted for. The study team created one set of models for local 
education agencies generally, which include both public school academies and traditional school districts (table 
B29); a second set of models for public school academies (table B30); and a third set of models for traditional 
school districts (table B31). 
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Table B17. Results from multilevel logistic regression models predicting whether teachers continue teaching in their local education agency, with 
survey respondents’ indication of the presence of supports for new teachers as the key predictors, fall 2020 


Supports for new teachers 


Regular 
Reduced Seminars, supportive Professional 
incy-(olal fay sd (oyna nTanteyal classes, or orovealanlelarcer-iace)a A mentoring learning 
schedule/ ro) F-Vavaliaycaalealsy professional with your program community 
EJeleliatoyar-]| with teachersin development principal, other An for teachers Instructional teams with 
preparation your subject sessions for Extra administrators, orientationto new to the local ele arehs added supports 
time periods or area and/or soy=rsalavaliays4 classroom or department the (Yo ler-1u(o)a) with for new 
Characteristic release time grade level teachers assistance chair ei aefe)| agency peers teachers 
Presence of 1.06 1.08 1.00 1.00 1.18** 1.20*** 1.25** 1.01 1.00 
support (0.07) (0.06) (0.06) (0.05) (0.07) (0.06) (0.09) (0.05) (0.05) 
Teacher characteristic 
Ages 25-34? 0.40* 0.40* 0.40* 0.40* 0.40* 0.40* 0.40* 0.40* 0.40* 
(0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.19) (0.19) (0.18) 
Ages 35-44? 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.60 
(0.28) (0.28) (0.28) (0.28) (0.28) (0.28) (0.28) (0.28) (0.28) 
Ages 45-60? 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 
(0.36) (0.36) (0.36) (0.36) (0.36) (0.36) (0.36) (0.36) (0.36) 
Ages 61 and 0.17*** 0.17*** 0.17*** 0.17*** 0.17*** 0.17*** O17 *** 0.17*** 0.17*** 
over? (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) 
Notina 1.18*** 1.18*** 1.18*** 1.18*** 1.18*** 1.18*** 1.18*** 1.18*** 1.18*** 
racial/ethnic (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
minority 
group? 
Male‘ 0.94*** 0.94*** 0.93*** 0.93*** 0.94*** 0.94*** 0.93*** 0.94*** 0.94*** 
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
Local education agency characteristic 
Traditional 2.73*** 2.73*** 2.72*** 2.71*** 2.74*** 2.73*** 2.67*** 212*** 2.72*** 
school (0.17) (0.17) (0.17) (0.17) (0.16) (0.16) (0.16) (0.16) (0.16) 
district* 
East Central® 1.03 1.03 1.04 1.04 1.05 1.06 1.05 1.03 1.03 
(0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) 
East® 1.06 1.07 1.07 1.09 1.07 1.12 1.05 1.07 1.07 


(0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) 


Characteristic 


Northeast® 
Northwest® 
South Central® 
Southeast® 
Southwest® 
Upper 
Peninsula® 
West*® 
2014/15' 
2015/16' 
2016/17' 


2017/18' 


Percentage of 
English 
learner 
students 


Reduced Seminars, 
teaching (ro}aalaareyal classes, or 
schedule/ ro) F-Vavaliaycamalealsy rey ge)K=1 (0) a=] 
EVeleliateyar-)| with teachersin development 
preparation your subject sessions for 
time periods or area and/or beginning 
release time Feig-\o(<M(-\=1| teachers 
0.87 0.90 0.88 
(0.13) (0.13) (0.13) 
0.79 0.81 0.79 
(0.10) (0.11) (0.10) 
0.95 0.95 0.95 
(0.10) (0.10) (0.10) 
1.05 1.05 1.05 
(0.09) (0.09) (0.09) 
0.86 0.87 0.86 
(0.07) (0.07) (0.07) 
0.81 0.82 0.80 
(0.11) (0.11) (0.11) 
1.14 1.15* 1.13 
(0.08) (0.08) (0.08) 
0.90** 0.90** 0.90** 
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
0.90** 0.90** 0.90** 
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
0.85*** 0.85*** 0.85*** 
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
0.80*** 0.80*** 0.80*** 
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
1.14 1.15 1.15 
(0.30) (0.31) (0.31) 


Supports for new teachers 


Regular 
supportive 
oroTeataalelancer-iace)a 
with your 
relat avet| oy-) Pmond a =10 Ng) 
Extra administrators, orientation to 
classroom or department the 
assistance chair Yel atefe)| 
0.88 0.88 0.92 
(0.13) (0.13) (0.13) 
0.79 0.78 0.83 
(0.10) (0.10) (0.11) 
0.95 0.93 1.00 
(0.10) (0.10) (0.11) 
1.05 1.03 1.05 
(0.09) (0.09) (0.09) 
0.86 0.85 0.84* 
(0.07) (0.07) (0.07) 
0.80 0.79 0.82 
(0.11) (0.11) (0.11) 
1.13 1.11 1.12 
(0.08) (0.08) (0.08) 
0.90** 0.90** 0.90** 
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
0.90** 0.90** 0.90** 
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
0.85*** 0.85*** 0.85*** 
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
0.80*** 0.80*** 0.80*** 
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
1.15 1.18 1.25 
(0.31) (0.31) (0.33) 


AWaateyaixeyalals4 
program 
for teachers 
new to the local 
(eYo[Ufer=ya(o)a} 
agency 


0.87 
(0.13) 


0.80 
(0.10) 


0.93 
(0.10) 


1.03 
(0.09) 


0.85 
(0.07) 


0.80 
(0.11) 


1.13 
(0.08) 


0.90** 
(0.03) 


0.90** 
(0.03) 


0.85*** 
(0.03) 


0.80*** 
(0.03) 


1.14 
(0.30) 


Instructional 
rele arels 
with 
peers 
0.88 
(0.13) 


0.79 
(0.10) 


0.95 
(0.10) 


1.05 
(0.09) 


0.86 
(0.07) 


0.77 
(0.11) 
1.14 
(0.08) 


0.90** 
(0.03) 


0.90** 
(0.03) 


0.85*** 
(0.03) 


0.81*** 
(0.03) 


1.14 
(0.31) 


Professional 
learning 
community 
teams with 
added supports 
for new 
teachers 


0.88 
(0.13) 


0.79 
(0.10) 


0.95 
(0.10) 


1.05 
(0.09) 


0.86 
(0.07) 


0.76 
(0.11) 


1.13 
(0.08) 


0.90** 
(0.03) 


0.90** 
(0.03) 


0.86*** 
(0.03) 


0.80*** 
(0.03) 


1.15 
(0.31) 


Supports for new teachers 


Regular 
Reduced Seminars, supportive i ge)K=s1 (0) 8] 
teaching (eoyaaTanteyal classes, or oroveataalelarcer-iace)a A mentoring learning 
schedule/ ro) F-Vavaliaycaalealsy professional with your program community 
EVeleliateyar-)| with teachersin development rel aiavet| oy-] mend a=10 Ng) for teachers Instructional teams with 
preparation your subject sessions for Extra administrators, orientationto new to the local rele areks added supports 
time periods or area and/or loy=t-alavaliays4 classroom or department the (Yo Uler-|ulo)a) with for new 
Characteristic release time grade level teachers assistance chair FYeiarofe)| agency peers teachers 
Variance 
Local 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.13 0.13 
education (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
agency 
Year 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
Constant 8.29*** 7.90*** 8.41*** 8.40*** 7.34*** 7.32*** 7.02*** 8.33*** 8.40*** 
(3.91) (3.74) (3.98) (3.97) (3.48) (3.46) (3.33) (3.93) (3.97) 


* Significant at p < .05; ** significant at p < .01; *** significant at p < .001. 

Note: Teacher retention is based on 114,283 public school teachers between 2013/14 and 2018/19; supports available to teachers were based on survey responses from 539 Michigan teachers from 305 local 
education agencies. Local education agencies are defined as public school academies (charter schools) or traditional school districts. Numbers are odds ratios generated from multilevel logistic regression models. 
Numbers in parentheses are the standard errors of the estimates. Estimates indicate whether certain groups of teachers have higher odds of continuing to teach in their local education agency or whether certain 
types of agencies have higher odds of retaining teachers. For example, the odds that teachers in local education agencies that provide regular supportive communication with their principal, other administrators, 
and department chairs would remain teaching in their agencies are 1.18 times the odds of agencies without this support. Values less than 1 indicate that the reference group had higher odds of teachers staying 
in their agencies. 

a. Reference group is teachers who were age 24 or younger. 

b. Reference group is teachers who were in a racial/ethnic minority group. 

c. Reference group is teachers who were female. 

d. Reference group is teachers who were in a public school academy. 

e. Reference group is teachers who taught in the Detroit metro region. 

f. Reference group is school year 2013/14. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of school staffing data from the Michigan Department of Education and the Michigan Department of Education’s survey of teacher supports within local education agencies administered 
in September and October 2020. 


Table B18. Results from multilevel logistic regression models predicting whether teachers continue teaching in their local education agency, with 


survey respondents’ indication of the presence of compensation and benefits-related supports as the key predictors, fall 2020 


Compensation and benefits-related supports 


Annual compensation such as teachers in Teacher housing or as subsidies, 
salary bonuses or salary high-need subjects or mortgage assistance on-site childcare, or 
Characteristic increases increases at high-need schools programs childcare assistance 
Presence of 1.13 1.01 0.85 0.69* 1.04 
support (0.07) (0.06) (0.08) (0.13) (0.09) 
Teacher characteristic 
Ages 25-34? 0.40* 0.40* 0.40* 0.40* 0.40* 
(0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) 
Ages 35-442 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.60 
(0.28) (0.28) (0.28) (0.28) (0.28) 
Ages 45-602 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 
(0.36) (0.36) (0.36) (0.36) (0.36) 
Ages 61 and over? 0.17*** O17*** 0.17*** 0.17*** 0.17*** 
(0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) 
Notina 1.18*** 1.18*** 1.18*** 1.18*** 1.18*** 
racial/ethnic (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
minority group? 
Male‘ 0.93*** 0.94*** 0.93*** 0.93*** 0.93*** 
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
Local education agency characteristic 
Traditional school 2.66*** 2.737** 2:712"* 2.71*** 2.72*** 
district? (0.16) (0.17) (0.16) (0.16) (0.16) 
East Central® 1.04 1.03 1.02 1.03 1.04 
(0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) 
East® 1.09 1.07 1.05 1.06 1.07 
(0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) 
Northeast® 0.89 0.88 0.87 0.88 0.88 
(0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) 
Northwest® 0.81 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79 
(0.11) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) 


Performance-based 


alatelareltelmialeslalunyemcels 


Childcare benefits such 


Tuition reimbursement 
or financial assistance 
ice)mr-loleliu(olar-)| 
endorsements or 
professional learning 


1.02 
(0.05) 


0.40* 
(0.18) 


0.60 
(0.28) 


0.78 
(0.36) 


0.17*** 
(0.08) 


1.18*** 
(0.03) 


0.93*** 
(0.02) 


2.73*** 
(0.17) 


1.04 
(0.13) 


1.07 
(0.12) 


0.88 
(0.13) 


0.79 
(0.10) 


Compensation and benefits-related supports 


UUlidtoyamasiionlelelanclanlslane 


Performance-based Financial incentives for Childcare benefits such _ or financial assistance 
Annual compensation such as teachers in Teacher housing or as subsidies, ice)mr-\eleliu(olar-)| 
salary bonuses or salary high-need subjects or mortgage assistance on-site childcare, or endorsements or 
Characteristic increases increases at high-need schools programs childcare assistance professional learning 
South Central® 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
(0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) 
Southeast® 1.05 1.05 1.04 1.06 1.05 1.05 
(0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) 
Southwest® 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.87 0.86 0.86 
(0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) 
Upper Peninsula® 0.81 0.80 0.79 0.80 0.80 0.80 
(0.11) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11) 
West® 1.13 1.13 1.11 1.13 1.13 1.13 
(0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) 
2014/15' 0.90** 0.90** 0.90** 0.90** 0.90** 0.90** 
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
2015/16 0.90** 0.90** 0.90** 0.90** 0.90** 0.90** 
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
2016/17' 0.85*** 0.85*** 0.85*** 0.85*** 0.85*** 0.85*** 
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
2017/18 0.80*** 0.80*** 0.80*** 0.80*** 0.80*** 0.80*** 
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
Percentage of 1.12 1.15 1.20 1.22 1.16 1.15 
English learner (0.30) (0.31) (0.32) (0.33) (0.31) (0.31) 
students 
Variance 
Local education 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.12 0.13 0.13 
agency (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
Year 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
Constant TaA2e* 8.36*** 8.58*** 8.45*** 8.35*** 8.31*** 


(3.66) (3.95) (4.05) (3.98) (3.94) (3.93) 


* Significant at p < .05; ** significant at p < .01; *** significant at p < .001. 

Note: Teacher retention is based on 114,283 public school teachers between 2013/14 and 2018/19; supports available to teachers was based on survey responses from 539 Michigan teachers from 305 local 
education agencies. Local education agencies are defined as public school academies (charter schools) or traditional school districts. Numbers are odds ratios generated from multilevel logistic regression models. 
Numbers in parentheses are the standard errors of the estimates. Estimates indicate whether certain groups of teachers have higher odds of continuing to teach in their local education agency or whether certain 
types of agencies have higher odds of retaining their teachers. For example, the odds that teachers employed by local education agencies that provide annual salary increases are 1.13 times the odds of teachers 
employed in local education agencies that do not offer annual salary increases. Values less than 1 indicate that the reference group had higher odds of teachers staying in their local education agencies. 

a. Reference group is teachers who were age 24 or younger. 

b. Reference group is teachers who were in a racial/ethnic minority group. 

c. Reference group is teachers who were female. 

d. Reference group is teachers who were in a public school academy. 

e. Reference group is teachers who taught in the Detroit metro region. 

f. Reference group is school year 2013/14. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of school staffing data from the Michigan Department of Education and the Michigan Department of Education’s survey of teacher supports within local education agencies administered 
in September and October 2020. 


Table B19. Results from multilevel logistic regression models predicting whether teachers continue teaching in their local education agency, with 
survey respondents’ indication of the presence of evaluation-related supports as key predictors, fall 2020 


Evaluation-related supports 


Evaluation Evaluation based 
Evaluation includes Evaluation on performance Evaluation 
includes opportunities to Evaluation Evaluation Evaluation includes standards or includes 
opportunities for collaborate with Tavel[ye(=\s9 Takei [eye (=\s9 Takei [eye(=\s9 Taiceyanare) definitions of opportunities 
teachers to set your supervisor multiple data student growth formal classroom high-quality to receive 
Characteristic goals on goal setting sources data observations walk-throughs teacher practice iiztete| of-[ei,¢ 
Presence of 1.54** 1.12 1.04 1.12 1.16 1.11 0.93 1.09 
support (0.21) (0.08) (0.07) (0.20) (0.21) (0.10) (0.08) (0.12) 
Teacher characteristic 
Ages 25-34? 0.40* 0.40* 0.40* 0.40* 0.40* 0.40* 0.40* 0.40* 
(0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) 
Ages 35-442 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.60 
(0.28) (0.28) (0.28) (0.28) (0.28) (0.28) (0.28) (0.28) 
Ages 45-60? 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 
(0.36) (0.36) (0.36) (0.36) (0.36) (0.36) (0.36) (0.36) 
Ages 61 and over? O.17*** O17 *** O17 *** O:17*** O:1L7*** O.17*** 0,17*** 0,17*** 
(0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) 
Notina 1.18*** 1:18"** 1.18*** 1.18*** 1.18*** 1.18*** 1.18*** 1.18*** 
racial/ethnic (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
minority group? 
Male 0.94*** 0.94*** 0.94*** 0.93*** 0.94*** 0.94*** 0.93*** 0.94*** 
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
Local education agency characteristic 
Traditional school 2.66*** 2.75*** 2.72*** 2.72*** 2.66*** 2.757** 2.72*** 2.72*** 
district® (0.16) (0.17) (0.16) (0.16) (0.16) (0.17) (0.16) (0.16) 
East Central® 1.02 1.05 1.03 1.04 1.02 1.05 1.03 1.04 
(0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) 
East® 1.05 1.07 1.06 1.07 1.05 1.07 1.06 1.07 
(0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) 
Northeast® 0.87 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.87 0.89 0.89 0.89 


(0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) 


Evaluation-related supports 


Evaluation Evaluation based 
Evaluation includes Evaluation on performance Evaluation 
Takei [Uyel=\s9 fo} o) ofo)aublalia(=cmne) Evaluation Evaluation Evaluation includes standards or includes 
opportunities for collaborate with Takel[Uye(=\s9 includes includes Taiceyanare)| definitions of opportunities 
teachers to set your supervisor multiple data student growth formal classroom high-quality to receive 
Characteristic goals on goal setting sources data observations walk-throughs teacher practice Liztee| of-[oi,¢ 
Northwest® 0.80 0.79 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.79 0.80 0.80 
(0.10) (0.10) (0.11) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.11) (0.10) 
South Central® 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.95 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.95 
(0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) 
Southeast® 1.06 1.04 1.05 1.06 1.06 1.04 1.05 1.06 
(0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) 
Southwest® 0.87 0.85 0.86 0.86 0.87 0.85 0.86 0.86 
(0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) 
Upper Peninsula® 0.79 0.81 0.80 0.80 0.79 0.81 0.80 0.80 
(0.11) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11) 
West® 1.13 1.13 1.14 1.14 1.13 1.13 1.14 1.14 
(0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) 
2014/15' 0.90** 0.90** 0.90** 0.90** 0.90** 0.90** 0.90** 0.90** 
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
2015/16' 0.90** 0.90** 0.90** 0.90** 0.90** 0.90** 0.90** 0.90** 
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
2016/17' 0.85*** 0.85*** 0.85*** 0.85*** 0.85*** 0.85*** 0.85*** 0.85*** 
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
2017/18' 0.80*** 0.80*** 0.80*** 0.80*** 0.80*** 0.80*** 0.80*** 0.80*** 
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
Percentage of 1.14 1.16 1.15 1.15 1.14 1.16 1.15 1.15 
English learner (0.30) (0.31) (0.31) (0.31) (0.30) (0.31) (0.31) (0.31) 


students 


Evaluation-related supports 


Evaluation Evaluation based 
Evaluation includes Evaluation on performance Evaluation 
Takei [rel=\sy (ole) ofo)auUlalia(=mne) Evaluation Evaluation Evaluation includes standards or includes 
opportunities for collaborate with includes Takei [rel=\s9 Takei [eye(=\sy Taiceyanare) definitions of opportunities 
teachers to set your supervisor multiple data student growth formal classroom high-quality to receive 
Characteristic goals on goal setting sources data observations walk-throughs teacher practice feedback 
Variance 
Local education 0.12 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.12 0.13 0.13 0.13 
agency (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
Year 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
Constant 5.60*** 7.55*** 8.10*** 7.51*** 5.60*** 755t** 8.10*** 7.517** 
(2.74) (3.59) (3.85) (3.78) (2.74) (3.59) (3.85) (3.78) 


* Significant at p < .05; ** significant at p < .01; *** significant at p < .001. 

Note: Teacher retention is based on 114,283 public school teachers between 2013/14 and 2018/19; supports available to teachers was based on survey responses from 539 Michigan teachers from 305 local 
education agencies. Local education agencies are defined as public school academies (charter schools) or traditional school districts. Numbers are odds ratios generated from multilevel logistic regression models. 
Numbers in parentheses are the standard errors of the estimates. Estimates indicate whether certain groups of teachers have higher odds of staying in their positions or whether certain types of local education 
agencies have higher odds of retaining their teachers. For example, the odds that teachers in local education agencies with an evaluation system that allows teachers opportunities to set goals in their evaluations 
would continue teaching in their agencies are 1.54 times the odds of agencies without this support. Values less than 1 indicate that the reference group had higher odds of teachers staying in their agencies. 

a. Reference group is teachers who were age 24 or younger. 

b. Reference group is teachers who were in a racial/ethnic minority group. 

c. Reference group is teachers who were female. 

d. Reference group is teachers who were in a public school academy. 

e. Reference group is teachers who taught in the Detroit metro region. 

f. Reference group is school year 2013/14. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of school staffing data from the Michigan Department of Education and the Michigan Department of Education’s survey of teacher supports within local education agencies administered 
in September and October 2020. 


Table B20. Results from multilevel logistic regression models predicting whether teachers continue teaching in their local education agency, with 
survey respondents’ indication of the presence of professional development-related supports as the key predictors, fall 2020 


Professional development-—related supports 


Stipends for 

professional Release time 
(ol\Welle)eleat=lale from teaching 
activities that to attend 
occur outside professional 


Time for Local education 
observational visits Observational agency organized 
to other visits to other workshops, 
classrooms in my CYol aoe) eo) ga (oYer-]| conferences, or 


Xeanleleletelantclale 
for conferences, 
workshops, or 


Online courses, 
resources, or 
platforms for 


Characteristic Yel ayeye)| (-Yo[Vlor-|ulo)amr-}-x-1alel(=13 training sessions knowledge sharing courses regular work hours (ollie) elaatclale 
Presence of 1.09 1.08 1.12 1.09 1.10 0.96 1.11 
support (0.06) (0.05) (0.09) (0.06) (0.06) (0.05) (0.06) 
Teacher characteristic 
Ages 25-34? 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 
(0.21) (0.21) (0.21) (0.21) (0.21) (0.21) (0.21) 
Ages 35-442 0.67 0.67 0.67 0.67 0.67 0.67 0.67 
(0.31) (0.31) (0.31) (0.31) (0.31) (0.31) (0.31) 
Ages 45-60? 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.86 
(0.40) (0.40) (0.41) (0.40) (0.40) (0.40) (0.40) 
Ages 61 and over? 0.19*** 0.19*** 0.19*** 0.19*** 0.19*** 0.19*** 0.19*** 
(0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) 
Notina 1.177** 1-17*** 1.17*** 1.17*** 1.177** 1.17*** 1,177** 
racial/ethnic (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
minority group? 
Male* 0.93*** 0.93*** 0.93*** 0.93*** 0.93*** 0.93*** 0.93*** 
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
Local education agency characteristic 
Traditional school 2.79*** 2.77*** 2.80*** 2.81*** 2.77*** 2.82*** 2.76*** 
district® (0.18) (0.17) (0.18) (0.18) (0.17) (0.18) (0.17) 
East Central® 1.00 1.00 1.01 1.00 1.02 1.01 1.00 
(0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) 
East® 1.05 1.03 1.03 1.04 1.02 1.04 1.01 
(0.12) (0.11) (0.11) (0.12) (0.11) (0.12) (0.11) 
Northeast® 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.85 0.86 0.86 
(0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) 


Professional development-—related supports 


Stipends for 


Time for Rofer=| m=ro[U(er-14(e) a) professional Release time 
observational visits Observational agency organized Online courses, Reimbursement (of\Welte)elaat=lale from teaching 
to other visits to other workshops, resources, or for conferences, activities that imom-jad=lae| 
classrooms in my CYol aoe) se) aa (oYer-]| conferences, or platforms for workshops, or occur outside professional 
Characteristic Yel ayeye)| (Yo [Vlor-julo)amr-}-x-1ael(=13 training sessions knowledge sharing courses regular work hours (of\Welte)elent=lale 
Northwest® 0.75* 0.76* 0.77* 0.77* 0.76* 0.77* 0.76* 
(0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) 
South Central® 0.91 0.91 0.93 0.92 0.93 0.92 0.92 
(0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) 
Southeast® 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.01 1.02 1.01 
(0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) 
Southwest® 0.84* 0.83* 0.83* 0.84* 0.82* 0.83* 0.82* 
(0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) 
Upper Peninsula® 0.89 0.88 0.89 0.89 0.90 0.89 0.88 
(0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) 
West® 1.09 1.08 1.10 1.10 1.08 1.09 1.09 
(0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) 
2014/15 0.90** 0.90** 0.90** 0.90** 0.90** 0.90** 0.90** 
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
2015/16 0.91** 0.91** 0.90** 0.90** 0.90** 0.90** 0.90** 
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
2016/17! 0.87*** 0.87*** 0.86*** 0.86*** 0.86*** 0.86*** 0.86*** 
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
2017/18 0.81*** 0.81*** 0.80*** 0.81*** 0.81*** 0.81*** 0.81*** 
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
Percentage of 1.00 1.02 1.07 1.02 1.03 1.05 1.03 
English learner (0.27) (0.28) (0.29) (0.28) (0.28) (0.29) (0.28) 


students 


Professional development-—related supports 


Stipends for 


Time for Local education professional Release time 
observational visits Observational agency organized Online courses, Reimbursement (of\Welte)elaat=lale from teaching 
to other visits to other workshops, resources, or iie)mree) alicla=alecy activities that imom-jad=lare| 
classrooms in my CYol aoe) se) ga (oYer-]| conferences, or platforms for workshops, or occur outside professional 
Characteristic Yel ayeye)| (Yo [ler-lulo)am-}-x-1alel(=13 training sessions knowledge sharing courses regular work hours (of\Welte)elent=lale 
Variance 
Local education 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 
agency (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
Year 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
Constant 7.21*** 7.50*** 6.89*** 7A0*** 7.25*** 7.71*** 7.16*** 
(3.42) (3.55) (3.31) (3.38) (3.44) (3.65) (3.4) 


* Significant at p < .05; ** significant at p < .01; *** significant at p < .001. 

Note: Teacher retention is based on 114,283 public school teachers between 2013/14 and 2018/19; supports available to teachers was based on survey responses from 539 Michigan teachers from 305 local 
education agencies. Local education agencies are defined as public school academies (charter schools) or traditional school districts. Numbers are odds ratios generated from multilevel logistic regression models. 
Numbers in parentheses are the standard errors of the estimates. Estimates indicate whether certain groups of teachers have higher odds of staying in their positions or whether certain types of local education 
agencies have higher odds of retaining their teachers. For example, the odds that teachers employed by local education agencies that reimburse teachers for conference, workshop, or course fees retain their 
positions are 1.10 times the odds of teachers employed by local education agencies that do not reimburse teachers for such fees. Values less than 1 indicate that the reference group had higher odds of teachers 
staying in their local education agencies. 

a. Reference group is teachers who were age 24 or younger. 

b. Reference group is teachers who were in a racial/ethnic minority group. 

c. Reference group is teachers who were female. 

d. Reference group is teachers who were in a public school academy. 

e. Reference group is teachers who taught in the Detroit Metro region. 

f. Reference group is school year 2013/14. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of school staffing data from the Michigan Department of Education and the Michigan Department of Education’s survey of teacher supports within local education agencies administered 
in September and October 2020. 


Table B21. Results from multilevel logistic regression models predicting whether teachers continue teaching in their public school academy, with 
survey respondents’ indication of the presence supports for new teachers as the key predictors, fall 2020 


Supports for new teachers 


Regular 
Reduced Seminars, supportive Professional 
teaching (royaavanteyal classes, or communication A mentoring learning 
schedule or ro) eValaliayamtlaalsy relgeyi=tscie) are] with your program for community 
eJelelia(eyare}| with teachers development principal, other teachers new teams with 
preparation in your subject sessions for Extra administrators, An orientation to the public Instructional Jolel-to| 
time periods area and/or beginning classroom or department to the Xeiatore)| rounds with supports for 
Characteristic or release time grade level teachers assistance chair Xeiatore)| academy peers new teachers 
Presence of 1.13 1.05 0.97 0.98 1.23 1.27 1.40* 1.20 1.03 
support (0.18) (0.16) (0.15) (0.14) (0.23) (0.19) (0.22) (0.15) (0.14) 
Teacher characteristic 
Ages 25-34? 0.40 0.40 0.40 0.40 0.40 0.40 0.40 0.40 0.40 
(0.43) (0.43) (0.43) (0.42) (0.43) (0.42) (0.43) (0.43) (0.43) 
Ages 35-44? 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.43 0.44 0.43 0.44 0.44 0.44 
(0.47) (0.46) (0.46) (0.46) (0.46) (0.46) (0.47) (0.47) (0.46) 
Ages 45-60? 0.45 0.45 0.44 0.44 0.45 0.44 0.45 0.45 0.45 
(0.47) (0.47) (0.47) (0.47) (0.47) (0.47) (0.48) (0.48) (0.47) 
Ages 61 and 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.34 0.33 0.33 
over? (0.35) (0.35) (0.35) (0.36) (0.36) (0.35) (0.36) (0.36) (0.35) 
Notina 1.14* 1.14* 1.14* 1.16* 1.14 1.14* 1.14 1.14 1.14* 
racial/ethnic (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) 
minority 
group? 
Male‘ 0.89* 0.89* 0.89* 0.89* 0.89* 0.89* 0.89* 0.89* 0.89* 
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) 
Public school academy characteristic 
East Central? 1.12 1.16 1.17 1.19 1.24 1.39 1.27 1.16 1.17 
(0.44) (0.45) (0.46) (0.49) (0.48) (0.55) (0.48) (0.45) (0.46) 
East? 1.16 1.20 1.20 1.30 1.14 1.28 1.09 1.21 1.19 
(0.30) (0.31) (0.31) (0.37) (0.29) (0.33) (0.27) (0.31) (0.31) 
Northeast® 1.27 1.23 1.26 1.26 1.19 1.16 1.14 1.34 1.23 


(0.70) (0.68) (0.70) (0.72) (0.65) (0.63) (0.61) (0.74) (0.68) 


Characteristic 


Northwest4 
South Central? 
Southeast? 
Southwest® 
Upper 
Peninsula? 
West¢ 
2014/15° 
2015/16° 
2016/17° 


2017/18° 


Percentage of 
English 
learner 
students 


i Xele [Ula Xe | 
teaching 


schedule or 
Eleleliu(eyare]| 
preparation 
time periods 
or release time 


1.38 
(0.54) 


1.16 
(0.33) 
1.18 
(0.25) 


0.65 
(0.21) 


1.36 
(0.83) 


1.09 
(0.19) 


0.76** 
(0.07) 


0.81* 
(0.08) 


0.88 
(0.09) 


1.00 
(0.10) 


1.34 
(0.62) 


(eoyaaTanteyal 
ro) eValaliaymiiaalsy 
with teachers 
in your subject 
elacreielalel hela 
grade level 


1.56 
(0.58) 


1.16 
(0.33) 
1.19 
(0.25) 


0.67 
(0.21) 


1.39 
(0.87) 


1.12 
(0.19) 


0.76** 
(0.07) 


0.81* 
(0.08) 


0.88 
(0.09) 


1.00 
(0.10) 


1.32 
(0.62) 


Seminars, 
classes, or 
professional 
development 
sessions for 
beginning 
teachers 


1.55 
(0.58) 


1.18 
(0.33) 
1.19 
(0.26) 


0.67 
(0.22) 


1.32 
(0.82) 


1.13 
(0.19) 


0.76** 
(0.07) 


0.81* 
(0.08) 


0.88 
(0.09) 


1.00 
(0.10) 


1.33 
(0.63) 


Supports for new teachers 


Extra 
classroom 
assistance 


1.54 
(0.58) 


1.18 
(0.34) 
1.18 
(0.27) 


0.66 
(0.22) 


1.33 
(0.82) 


1.12 
(0.19) 


0.77** 
(0.07) 


0.81* 
(0.08) 


0.88 
(0.09) 


1.01 
(0.10) 


1.34 
(0.64) 


Regular 
supportive 
communication 
with your 
principal, other 
Elelealiaciagclnelacy 
or department 
chair 


1.47 
(0.54) 


1.18 
(0.33) 
1.12 
(0.24) 


0.68 
(0.21) 


1.28 
(0.78) 


1.07 
(0.19) 


0.77** 
(0.07) 


0.81* 
(0.08) 


0.88 
(0.09) 


1.00 
(0.10) 


1.33 
(0.62) 


/Naweoyal=lale-ialoya 
von al=) 
school 


1.43 
(0.52) 


1.16 
(0.32) 
1.11 
(0.23) 


0.61 
(0.19) 


1.25 
(0.76) 


1.10 
(0.18) 


0.76** 
(0.07) 


0.80* 
(0.08) 


0.88 
(0.09) 


1.00 
(0.10) 


1.48 
(0.69) 


AWantsvaixe)alarss 
relgey-4e-lan miele 
teachers new 
to the public 
school 
academy 


1.41 
(0.51) 


1.08 
(0.30) 
1.17 
(0.24) 


0.67 
(0.21) 


1.23 
(0.73) 


1.14 
(0.19) 


0.77** 
(0.07) 


0.81* 
(0.08) 


0.88 
(0.09) 


1.01 
(0.10) 


1.13 
(0.52) 


fakcsidab(eid(oyar-]| 
rounds with 


peers 


1.52 
(0.55) 


1.16 
(0.32) 
TA? 
(0.24) 


0.67 
(0.21) 


1.45 
(0.88) 
dig 
(0.19) 


0.77** 
(0.07) 


0.81* 
(0.08) 
0.88 
(0.09) 
1.00 
(0.10) 


1.27 
(0.59) 


Professional 
learning 
community 
teams with 
Volel-to| 
supports for 


new teachers 


1.54 
(0.57) 


1.16 
(0.33) 
1.17 
(0.25) 


0.65 
(0.21) 


1.36 
(0.84) 


1.12 
(0.19) 


0.76** 
(0.07) 


0.81* 
(0.08) 


0.88 
(0.09) 


1.00 
(0.10) 


1.35 
(0.63) 


Supports for new teachers 


Regular 
Reduced Seminars, supportive Professional 
teaching (eoyaaTanteyal classes, or orovaalaalelarcer-iace)a AWantsyaixe)alarss learning 
schedule or ro) eVavaliaymilaalsy professional with your program for community 
eleleliu(eyare]| with teachers development principal, other teachers new teams with 
preparation in your subject sessions for Extra administrators, An orientation to the public Instructional added 
time periods area and/or beginning classroom or department to the Xelatore)| rounds with supports for 
Characteristic or release time grade level teachers assistance chair eistore)| academy peers new teachers 
Variance 
Public school 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.21 0.20 0.20 0.19 0.20 0.20 
academy (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05) 
Year 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
Constant 9.57* 9.39* 9.92* 9.69* 8.35* 8.34* 7.61 9.02* 9.64* 
(10.26) (10.12) (10.67) (10.39) (9.03) (8.97) (8.20) (9.68) (10.35) 


* Significant at p < .05; ** significant at p < .01. 

Note: Teacher retention is based on 14,268 teachers in 250 public school academies between 2013/14 and 2018/19. Types of supports available to teachers were based on survey responses from 103 Michigan 
teachers from 72 academies. Numbers are odds ratios generated from multilevel logistic regression models. Numbers in parentheses are the standard errors of the estimates. Estimates indicate whether certain 
groups of teachers have higher odds of staying in their positions or whether certain types of public school academies have higher odds of retaining their teachers. For example, the odds that teachers in public 
school academies with a mentoring program for teachers new to the academy would continue teaching in their academies are 1.40 times the odds of teachers in academies without this support. Values less than 
1 indicate that the reference group had higher odds of teachers staying in their academies. 

a. Reference group is teachers who were age 24 or younger. 

b. Reference group is teachers who were in a racial/ethnic minority group. 

c. Reference group is teachers who were female. 

d. Reference group is teachers who taught in the Detroit metro region. 

e. Reference group is school year 2013/14. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of school staffing data from the Michigan Department of Education and the Michigan Department of Education’s survey of teacher supports within local education agencies administered 
in September and October 2020. 


Table B22. Results from multilevel logistic regression models predicting whether teachers continue teaching in their public school academy, with 
survey respondents’ indication of the presence of compensation and benefits-related supports as the key predictors, fall 2020 


Compensation and benefits-related supports 


Tuition reimbursement 


Performance-based Financial incentives for Teacher housing Childcare benefits, or financial assistance 
compensation such as teachers in high-need or mortgage such as subsidies, iceyar-lelelid(e)are]| 
Annual bonuses or salary subjects or at assistance on-site childcare, endorsements or 
Characteristic salary increases increases high-need schools programs or childcare assistance professional learning 
Presence of 1.06 0.98 0.87 1.15 0.95 1.18 
support (0.15) (0.13) (0.19) (0.44) (0.25) (0.16) 
Teacher characteristic 
Ages 25-344 0.40 0.40 0.40 0.40 0.40 0.40 
(0.43) (0.43) (0.42) (0.43) (0.43) (0.43) 
Ages 35-443 0.44 0.44 0.43 0.44 0.44 0.44 
(0.46) (0.46) (0.46) (0.46) (0.46) (0.47) 
Ages 45-60? 0.45 0.44 0.44 0.45 0.44 0.45 
(0.47) (0.47) (0.47) (0.47) (0.47) (0.48) 
Ages 61 and over? 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 
(0.35) (0.35) (0.35) (0.35) (0.35) (0.36) 
Notina 1.14* 1.14* 1.14* 1.14* 1.14* 1.14* 
racial/ethnic (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) 
minority group? 
Male‘ 0.89* 0.89* 0.89* 0.89* 0.89* 0.89* 
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) 
Public school academy characteristic 
East Central? 1.19 1.18 1.16 1.18 1.17 1.20 
(0.47) (0.46) (0.45) (0.46) (0.46) (0.46) 
East? 1.23 1.19 1.19 1.21 1.21 1.24 
(0.32) (0.31) (0.30) (0.31) (0.32) (0.32) 
Northeast? 1.30 1.23 1.23 1.25 1.31 1.17 
(0.73) (0.69) (0.68) (0.69) (0.80) (0.64) 
Northwest@ 1.56 1.54 1.63 1.54 1.58 1.57 
(0.58) (0.57) (0.62) (0.57) (0.62) (0.58) 
South Central? 1.19 1.17 1.16 1.18 1.17 1.19 


(0.34) (0.33) (0.33) (0.33) (0.33) (0.33) 


Compensation and benefits-related supports 


Tuition reimbursement 


Performance-based Financial incentives for Teacher housing Childcare benefits, or financial assistance 
compensation such as teachers in high-need or mortgage such as subsidies, iceyar-leleliu(eyare]| 
Annual bonuses or salary subjects or at assistance on-site childcare, endorsements or 
Characteristic salary increases increases high-need schools programs or childcare assistance professional learning 
Southeast? 1.18 1.18 1.18 1.16 1.19 1.18 
(0.25) (0.25) (0.25) (0.25) (0.27) (0.24) 
Southwest? 0.67 0.67 0.68 0.66 0.66 0.62 
(0.21) (0.21) (0.22) (0.21) (0.21) (0.20) 
Upper Peninsula‘ 1.33 1.33 1.33 1.35 1.34 1.49 
(0.81) (0.82) (0.81) (0.82) (0.82) (0.92) 
West? 1.13 1.12 1.12 1.13 1.12 1.10 
(0.20) (0.19) (0.19) (0.19) (0.19) (0.19) 
2014/15° 0.76** 0.76** 0.76** 0.76** 0.76** 0.76** 
(0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) 
2015/16° 0.81* 0.81* 0.81* 0.81* 0.81* 0.81* 
(0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) 
2016/17° 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 
(0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) 
2017/18° 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
(0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) 
Percentage of 1.33 1.35 1.40 1.33 1.33 1.31 
English learner (0.62) (0.63) (0.66) (0.62) (0.63) (0.61) 
students 
Variance 
Public school 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 
academy (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) 
Year 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
Constant 9.33* 9.87* 9.89* 9.71* 9.77* 8.73* 


(10.06) (10.59) (10.60) (10.41) (10.47) (9.39) 


* Significant at p < .05; ** significant at p < .01. 

Note: Teacher retention is based on 14,268 teachers in 250 public school academies between 2013/14 and 2018/19. Types of supports available to teachers was based on survey responses from 103 Michigan 
teachers from 72 academies. Numbers are odds ratios generated from multilevel logistic regression models. Numbers in parentheses are the standard errors of the estimates. Estimates indicate whether certain 
groups of teachers have higher odds of continuing to teach in their public school academies or whether certain types of academies have higher odds of retaining their teachers. For example, the odds that teachers 
employed by public school academies that provide annual salary increases are 1.06 times the odds of teachers employed by public school academies that do not offer annual salary increases. Values less than 1 
indicate that the reference group had higher odds of continuing to teach or retaining teachers in their academies. 

a. Reference group is teachers who were age 24 or younger. 

b. Reference group is teachers who were in a racial/ethnic minority group. 

c. Reference group is teachers who were female. 

d. Reference group is teachers who taught in the Detroit Metro region. 

e. Reference group is school year 2013/14. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of school staffing data from the Michigan Department of Education and the Michigan Department of Education’s survey of teacher supports within local education agencies administered 
in September and October 2020. 


Table B23. Results from multilevel logistic regression models predicting whether teachers continue teaching in their public school academy, with 
survey respondents’ indication of the presence of evaluation-related supports as the key predictors, fall 2020 


Evaluation-related supports 


Evaluation Evaluation based 
Evaluation includes Evaluation (olay ok=laxe)aanr-lares 
includes opportunities to Tare [rel = standards or Evaluation 
opportunities for collaborate with Evaluation Evaluation Evaluation Talielgearel) (ol-Vilaidtolacmeys includes 
teachers to set your supervisor includes multiple includesstudent includes formal classroom high-quality Opportunities to 

Characteristic goals on goal setting data sources growth data observations walk-throughs teacher practice receive feedback 
Presence of 2.37*** 1.28 1.32 0.91 0.99 1.88 1.06 0.99 
support (0.54) (0.25) (0.22) (0.38) (0.34) (0.73) (0.25) (0.29) 
Teacher characteristic 
Ages 25-34? 0.41 0.40 0.40 0.40 0.40 0.40 0.40 0.40 

(0.43) (0.43) (0.43) (0.43) (0.43) (0.43) (0.43) (0.43) 
Ages 35-442 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 

(0.47) (0.47) (0.46) (0.46) (0.46) (0.46) (0.46) (0.46) 
Ages 45-602 0.45 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 

(0.48) (0.47) (0.47) (0.47) (0.47) (0.47) (0.47) (0.47) 
Ages 61 and over? 0.34 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 

(0.36) (0.35) (0.35) (0.35) (0.35) (0.35) (0.35) (0.35) 
Notina 1.14 1.14 1.14* 1.14* 1.14* 1.14* 1.14* 1.14* 
racial/ethnic (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) 
minority group? 
Male‘ 0.89* 0.90 0.89* 0.89* 0.89* 0.89* 0.89* 0.89* 

(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) 
Public school academy characteristic 
East Central? 1.11 1.13 1.29 1.17 1.17 1.17 1.17 1.17 

(0.39) (0.43) (0.50) (0.46) (0.49) (0.45) (0.45) (0.46) 
East? 1.12 1.21 1.15 1.20 1.20 1.37 1.21 1.20 

(0.26) (0.30) (0.29) (0.31) (0.31) (0.36) (0.31) (0.31) 
Northeast? 1.18 1.20 1.19 1.25 1.25 1.24 1.24 1.25 

(0.60) (0.65) (0.65) (0.69) (0.69) (0.68) (0.69) (0.69) 
Northwest 1.46 1.49 1.47 1.54 1.54 1.54 1.53 1.54 


(0.49) (0.54) (0.54) (0.57) (0.57) (0.56) (0.57) (0.57) 


Characteristic 


South Central? 


Southeast@ 


Southwest? 


Upper Peninsula? 


West? 


2014/15° 


2015/16° 


2016/17° 


2017/18° 


Percentage of 
English learner 
students 


Variance 


Public school 
academy 


Year 


Constant 


* Significant at p < .05; ** significant at p < .01; *** significant at p < .001. 


Evaluation 
includes 
opportunities to 
collaborate with 
your supervisor 


Evaluation 
Tare [ere lass) 
opportunities for 
teachers to set 


goals on goal setting 
1.37 1.20 
(0.36) (0.33) 
1.23 1.02 
(0.24) (0.22) 
0.63 0.64 
(0.18) (0.20) 
1.27 1.29 
(0.73) (0.78) 
1.12 1.09 
(0.17) (0.18) 
0.77** 0.75** 
(0.07) (0.07) 
0.81* 0.80* 
(0.08) (0.08) 
0.88 0.87 
(0.09) (0.09) 
1.00 0.99 
(0.10) (0.10) 
1.34 1.41 
(0.58) (0.65) 
0.16 0.19 
(0.04) (0.05) 
0.11 0.11 
(0.02) (0.02) 
4.30 7.95 
(4.69) (8.62) 


Evaluation 
ake (ereC=\omanel in] e)(=) 
data sources 


1.20 
(0.33) 
1.18 
(0.24) 


0.63 
(0.20) 


1.28 
(0.78) 
1.11 
(0.18) 
0.76** 
(0.07) 
0.80* 
(0.08) 
0.88 
(0.09) 
1.00 
(0.10) 


1.46 
(0.68) 


0.20 
(0.05) 


0.11 
(0.02) 


7.75 
(8.37) 


Evaluation-related supports 


Evaluation 
includes student 
growth data 


417 
(0.33) 
1A7 
(0.25) 


0.66 
(0.21) 


1.34 
(0.82) 
1.11 
(0.19) 
0.76** 
(0.07) 
0.81* 
(0.08) 
0.88 
(0.09) 
1.00 
(0.10) 


1.35 
(0.63) 


0.21 
(0.05) 


0.11 
(0.02) 


10.66* 
(12.26) 


Evaluation 
includes formal 
observations 


1.17 
(0.33) 


1.18 
(0.25) 


0.66 
(0.21) 


1.34 
(0.82) 
119 
(0.19) 
0.76** 
(0.07) 
0.81* 
(0.08) 
0.88 
(0.09) 
1.00 
(0.10) 


1.34 
(0.63) 


0.20 
(0.05) 


0.11 
(0.02) 


9.82* 
(10.99) 


Evaluation 
includes 
Talielgeatel) 

classroom 

walk-throughs 


1.17 
(0.32) 


1.17 
(0.24) 


0.66 
(0.21) 


1.34 
(0.81) 
1.17 
(0.20) 
0.76** 
(0.07) 
0.81* 
(0.08) 
0.88 
(0.09) 
1.00 
(0.10) 


1.31 
(0.61) 


0.20 
(0.05) 


0.11 
(0.02) 


5.17 
(5.90) 


Evaluation based 
(olay ok=laxe)aanr-lares) 
standards or 
(ol-Vilaidtolameys 
high-quality 
teacher practice 


1.18 
(0.34) 
1.18 
(0.25) 


0.66 
(0.21) 


1.34 
(0.82) 
112 
(0.19) 
0.76** 
(0.07) 
0.81* 
(0.08) 
0.88 
(0.09) 
1.00 
(0.10) 


1.32 
(0.62) 


0.20 
(0.05) 


0.11 
(0.02) 


9.28* 
(10.15) 


Evaluation 


includes 


(oe) eLeyadelalia(=cma xe) 
receive feedback 


1.17 
(0.34) 


417 
(0.25) 


0.66 
(0.21) 


1.34 
(0.82) 
149 
(0.19) 
0.76** 
(0.07) 
0.81* 
(0.08) 
0.88 
(0.09) 
1.00 
(0.10) 


1.33 
(0.64) 


0.20 
(0.05) 


0.11 
(0.02) 


9.90* 
(10.99) 


Note: Teacher retention is based on 14,268 teachers in 250 public school academies between 2013/14 and 2018/19. Types of supports available to teachers was based on survey responses from 103 Michigan 
teachers from 72 academies. Numbers are odds ratios generated from multilevel logistic regression models. Numbers in parentheses are the standard errors of the estimates. Estimates indicate whether certain 
groups of teachers have higher odds of continuing to teach in their public school academies or whether certain types of academies have higher odds of retaining their teachers. For example, the odds that teachers 
in public school academies that provide teachers opportunities to set goals in their evaluations would continue to teach in their public school academies are 2.37 times the odds of teachers in academies without 
this support. Values less than 1 indicate that the reference group had higher odds of continuing to teach or retaining teachers in their academies. 

a. Reference group is teachers who were age 24 or younger. 

b. Reference group is teachers who were in a racial/ethnic minority group. 

c. Reference group is teachers who were female. 

d. Reference group is teachers who taught in the Detroit metro region. 

e. Reference group is school year 2013/14. 


Source: Authors’ analysis of school staffing data from the Michigan Department of Education and the Michigan Department of Education’s survey of teacher supports within local education agencies administered 
in September and October 2020. 


Table B24. Results from multilevel logistic regression models predicting whether teachers continue teaching in their public school academies, with 
survey respondents’ indication of the presence of professional development-related supports as the key predictors, fall 2020 


Professional development-—related supports 


Stipends for 


Time for Academy- professional Release time 
observational visits Observational organized Online courses, Reimbursement development from teaching 
to other visits to other workshops, resources, or for conferences, activities that to attend 
classrooms in my schools or public conferences, or platforms for Meld <lale) ose) g occur outside professional 
Characteristic EXol aYee)| Yel aoe) -ler-lel=Vanl (13 training sessions knowledge sharing courses regular work hours development 
Presence of 1.10 1.11 2.13*** 1.23 1.31 0.90 1.38* 
support (0.16) (0.18) (0.48) (0.21) (0.20) (0.17) (0.21) 
Teacher characteristic 
Ages 25-34? 0.53 0.53 0.54 0.53 0.53 0.53 0.53 
(0.58) (0.58) (0.59) (0.58) (0.58) (0.57) (0.57) 
Ages 35-442 0.57 0.57 0.59 0.58 0.57 0.57 0.57 
(0.63) (0.62) (0.64) (0.63) (0.62) (0.62) (0.62) 
Ages 45-60? 0.60 0.60 0.62 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.60 
(0.66) (0.66) (0.67) (0.66) (0.66) (0.65) (0.65) 
Ages 61 and over? 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.43 0.43 0.43 
(0.48) (0.48) (0.49) (0.48) (0.47) (0.47) (0.47) 
Notina 1.15 1.15 1.15 1.15 1.14 1.15 1.14 
racial/ethnic (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) 
minority group? 
Male 0.85** 0.85** 0.85** 0.85** 0.85** 0.85** 0.85** 
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) 
Public school academy characteristic 
East Central? 1.42 1.35 1.48 1.40 1.67 1.46 1.74 
(0.76) (0.74) (0.73) (0.74) (0.88) (0.78) (0.92) 
East? 1.17 1.17 1.16 1.20 1.07 1.23 1.07 
(0.30) (0.30) (0.27) (0.30) (0.27) (0.34) (0.27) 
Northeast® 1.18 1.12 1.23 1.16 1.06 1.34 1.05 
(0.65) (0.63) (0.62) (0.63) (0.57) (0.77) (0.56) 
Northwest? 1.44 1.37 1.51 1.43 1.30 1.56 1.29 
(0.53) (0.53) (0.51) (0.52) (0.47) (0.59) (0.46) 


Professional development-—related supports 


Stipends for 


Time for Academy- professional Release time 
observational visits Observational (ol gez-1al PAcxe| Online courses, Reimbursement development from teaching 
to other visits to other workshops, resources, or for conferences, activities that iveyr-}an=lale} 
classrooms in my schools or public conferences, or platforms for Mold ciate) ose) g occur outside professional 
Characteristic Yel afele)| school academies training sessions knowledge sharing courses regular work hours development 
South Central? 1:17 1.14 1.39 1.10 1.14 1.14 1.17 
(0.33) (0.32) (0.37) (0.31) (0.31) (0.32) (0.32) 
Southeast4 1.17 1.14 1.31 1.19 1.02 1.22 1.02 
(0.26) (0.26) (0.27) (0.26) (0.24) (0.29) (0.23) 
Southwest? 0.66 0.64 0.81 0.62 0.56 0.68 0.63 
(0.21) (0.20) (0.24) (0.19) (0.18) (0.23) (0.19) 
Upper Peninsula 1.26 1.33 1.32 1.25 1.13 1.44 1.13 
(0.77) (0.81) (0.75) (0.75) (0.68) (0.91) (0.67) 
West? 0.94 0.94 1.15 0.96 0.92 0.96 0.90 
(0.17) (0.17) (0.20) (0.17) (0.16) (0.18) (0.16) 
2014/15° 0.77* 0.77* 0.77* 0.77* 0.77* 0.77* 0.77* 
(0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) 
2015/16° 0.80* 0.80* 0.80* 0.80* 0.80* 0.80* 0.80* 
(0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) 
2016/17° 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 
(0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) 
2017/18° 1.03 1.03 1.03 1.03 1.03 1.03 1.03 
(0.11) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11) 
Percentage of 1.25 1.27 1.35 1.17 1.27 1.26 1.15 
English learner (0.63) (0.64) (0.63) (0.58) (0.62) (0.63) (0.56) 
students 
Variance 
Public school 0.19 0.20 0.16 0.19 0.18 0.20 0.18 
academy (0.05) (0.05) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) 
Year 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
Constant 6.99 7.31 3.40 6.32 6.59 7.53 6.35 


(7.70) (8.03) (3.81) (6.99) (7.24) (8.26) (6.98) 


* Significant at p < .05; ** significant at p < .01; *** significant at p < .001. 

Note: Teacher retention is based on 14,268 teachers in 250 public school academies between 2013/14 and 2018/19. Types of supports available to teachers was based on survey responses from 103 Michigan 
teachers from 72 academies. Numbers are odds ratios generated from multilevel logistic regression models. Numbers in parentheses are the standard errors of the estimates. Estimates indicate whether certain 
groups of teachers have higher odds of continuing to teach in their public school academies or whether certain types of academies have higher odds of retaining their teachers. For example, the odds that teachers 
in public school academies that provide organized workshops, conferences, or training sessions would continue teaching at their academies are 2.13 times the odds of teachers in academies without this support. 
Values less than 1 indicate that the reference group had higher odds of continuing to teach or retaining teachers in their academies. 

a. Reference group is teachers who were age 24 or younger. 

b. Reference group is teachers who were in a racial/ethnic minority group. 

c. Reference group is teachers who were female. 

d. Reference group is teachers who taught in the Detroit Metro region. 

e. Reference group is school year 2013/14. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of school staffing data from the Michigan Department of Education and the Michigan Department of Education’s survey of teacher supports within local education agencies administered 
in September and October 2020. 


Table B25. Results from multilevel logistic regression models predicting whether teachers continue teaching in their traditional school district, with 
survey respondents’ indication of the presence of supports for new teachers as the key predictors, fall 2020 


Supports for new teachers 


Characteristic time 


Presence of 
support 


Seminars, 
classes, or 


professional 
development 
sessions for 


beginning 
teachers 


1.00 
(0.06) 


An 
orientation to 
the school 


1.17** 
(0.07) 


Professional 
learning 
community 
teams with 
Taksiwav oud teyare]| ETele[=te| 
rounds supports for 
with peers new teachers 


AWaatsaixeyalals4 
program for 
teachers new 
to the district 


1.17* 
(0.09) 


0.97 
(0.05) 


0.98 
(0.05) 


Teacher characteristic 


Ages 25-34? 


0.41 
(0.21) 


0.41 
(0.21) 


0.41 
(0.21) 


0.41 
(0.21) 


0.41 
(0.21) 


Ages 35-44? 


0.66 
(0.34) 


0.66 
(0.34) 


0.66 
(0.34) 


0.66 
(0.34) 


0.66 
(0.34) 


Ages 45-60? 


0.85 
(0.44) 


0.85 
(0.44) 


0.85 
(0.44) 


0.85 
(0.44) 


0.85 
(0.44) 


Ages 61 and 


over? 


0.18*** 
(0.09) 


0.18*** 
(0.09) 


0.18*** 
(0.09) 


0.18*** 
(0.09) 


0.18*** 
(0.09) 


1.18*** 


Notina 
racial/ethnic 


1:19*** 
(0.03) 


1.18*** 
(0.03) 


1.18*** 
(0.03) 


1.17*** 
(0.03) 


L1ges* 
(0.03) 


minority group? 


Male‘ 


0.94*** 
(0.02) 


0.94*** 
(0.02) 


0.94*** 
(0.02) 


0.94*** 
(0.02) 


0.94*** 
(0.02) 


Traditional school district characteristic 


East Central4 


0.99 
(0.12) 


0.99 
(0.12) 


0.99 


0.99 
(0.13) 


0.98 
(0.12) 


(0.12) 


East? 


1.03 
(0.12) 


1.08 
(0.13) 


1.03 
(0.12) 


1.03 
(0.12) 


1.03 
(0.12) 


Northeast? 


0.82 
(0.12) 


0.69** 


0.86 
(0.12) 


0.82 
(0.12) 


0.82 
(0.12) 


0.81 
(0.12) 


Northwest? 


Reduced 
teaching 
schedule or (@oyaalaareyal 
Elelefiateyar-)| re) F-avaliaycamalaaiss 
preparation with teachers 
time periods in your subject 
or release Elaceielalel ele 
grade level 
1.01 1.09 
(0.07) (0.06) 
0.41 0.41 
(0.21) (0.21) 
0.66 0.66 
(0.34) (0.34) 
0.85 0.85 
(0.44) (0.44) 
0.18*** 0.18*** 
(0.09) (0.09) 
1.18*** 
(0.03) (0.03) 
0.94*** 0.94*** 
(0.02) (0.02) 
0.99 0.99 
(0.12) (0.12) 
1.03 1.04 
(0.12) (0.12) 
0.82 0.84 
(0.12) (0.12) 
0.69** 0.71* 
(0.09) (0.10) 


Regular 
supportive 
(rola avanlelalrer-iaeyal 
with your 
rola larell ox-Pmendal=1a 
Extra eVolaalialcideine) aon 
classroom or department 
assistance chair 
1.00 1.18* 
(0.05) (0.08) 
0.41 0.41 
(0.21) (0.21) 
0.66 0.66 
(0.34) (0.34) 
0.85 0.85 
(0.44) (0.44) 
0.18*** 0.18*** 
(0.09) (0.09) 
1.18*** 1.18*** 
(0.03) (0.03) 
0.94*** 0.94*** 
(0.02) (0.02) 
0.99 1.00 
(0.12) (0.12) 
1.03 1.05 
(0.12) (0.12) 
0.82 0.83 
(0.12) (0.12) 
0.69** 0.69** 
(0.09) (0.09) 


0.73* 


0.70** 


0.68** 


0.68** 


(0.09) 


(0.09) 


(0.10) 


(0.09) 


(0.09) 


Supports for new teachers 


Reduced Regular 
teaching Seminars, supportive Professional 
schedule or Common classes, or (xolaalanlOlalver-lateya learning 
EVeleliateyar-]| ro) F-Vavaliaycama lentes rel ge)K=1 (0) a=] with your community 
preparation with teachers (ol\Welle)elaat=laly principal, other A mentoring teams with 
time periods in your subject sessions for Extra administrators, NG program for Instructional Elelel-re| 
or release area and/or beginning classroom ordepartment  orientationto teachers new ele Tareks supports for 
Characteristic time grade level teachers assistance chair the school to the district with peers new teachers 
South Central4 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.87 0.94 0.89 0.90 0.89 
(0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.11) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) 
Southeast? 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.02 0.99 1.00 1.00 
(0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) 
Southwest? 0.87 0.88 0.87 0.87 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.87 0.87 
(0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) 
Upper 0.76* 0.77 0.76* 0.76* 0.76* 0.78 0.76* 0.72* 0.72* 
Peninsula? (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) 
West? 1.13 1.15 1.13 1.13 1.11 1.12 1.12 1.14 1.12 
(0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) 
2014/15° 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) 
2015/16° 0.92* 0.92* 0.92* 0.92* 0.92* 0.92* 0.92* 0.92* 0.92* 
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) 
2016/17° 0.85*** 0.85*** 0.85*** 0.85*** 0.85*** 0.85*** 0.85*** 0.85*** 0.85*** 
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
2017/18° 0.77*** 0.77*** 0.77*** 0.77*** 0.77*** O.77*** 0.77*** 0.77*** 0.77*** 
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
Percentage of 0.96 0.97 0.96 0.96 1.02 1.04 1.01 0.96 0.96 
English learner (0.33) (0.33) (0.33) (0.33) (0.34) (0.35) (0.34) (0.33) (0.32) 


students 


Supports for new teachers 


Reduced Regular 
in-r-(ol allay s4 Seminars, supportive i ge)K=1 (0) 8] 
schedule or Common classes, or xolgalanl lal cer-lateya learning 
Elelefiatelar-]| ro) F-Vavaliaycamala ales professional with your community 
preparation with teachers (ol\Welle)oaat=laly principal, other A mentoring teams with 
time periods in your subject sessions for Extra administrators, program for Instructional Elelel-re| 
or release area and/or beginning classroom ordepartment  orientationto teachers new ele areks supports for 
Characteristic time grade level teachers assistance chair the school to the district with peers new teachers 
Variance 
Traditional 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 
school district (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
Year 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.07 0.08 
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
Constant 21.92*** 20.65*** 21.91*** 21.93*** 19.25*** 19.50*** 19.09*** 22.21*** 22.24*** 
(11.40) (10.77) (11.45) (11.41) (10.06) (10.18) (10.02) (11.56) (11.59) 


* Significant at p < .05; ** significant at p < .01; *** significant at p < .001. 

Note: Teacher retention is based on 100,015 teachers in 538 traditional school districts between 2013/14 and 2018/19. Types of supports available to teachers was based on survey responses from 436 Michigan 
teachers from 233 traditional school districts. Numbers are odds ratios generated from multilevel logistic regression models. Numbers in parentheses are the standard errors of the estimates. Estimates indicate 
whether certain groups of teachers have higher odds of continuing to teach in their traditional school district or whether certain types of districts have higher odds of retaining their teachers. For example, the 
odds that teachers in traditional school districts that provide a mentoring program for new teachers would continue teaching in their districts are 1.17 times the odds of teachers in districts without this support. 
Values less than 1 indicate that the reference group had higher odds of continuing to teach or retaining teachers in their districts. 

a. Reference group is teachers who were age 24 or younger. 

b. Reference group is teachers who were in a racial/ethnic minority group. 

c. Reference group is teachers who were female. 

d. Reference group is teachers who taught in the Detroit metro region. 

e. Reference group is school year 2013/14. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of school staffing data from the Michigan Department of Education and the Michigan Department of Education’s survey of teacher supports within local education agencies administered 
in September and October 2020. 


Table B26. Results from multilevel logistic regression models predicting whether teachers continue teaching in their traditional school district, with 
survey respondents’ indication of the presence of compensation and benefits-related supports as the key predictors, fall 2020 


Compensation and benefits-related supports 


Tuition reimbursement 


Performance-based Financial incentives for Childcare benefits or financial assistance 
compensation suchas _ teachers in high-need Teacher housing or such as subsidies, on- ice) ar-lolelialoar-]| 
Annual salary bonuses or salary subjects or at high- mortgage assistance site childcare, or endorsements or 
Characteristic increases increases Tat={=10 mx atofe) [5 programs childcare assistance professional learning 
Presence of 1.17* 1.04 0.81* 0.51*** 1.00 0.99 
support (0.09) (0.06) (0.08) (0.10) (0.09) (0.06) 
Teacher characteristic 
Ages 25-34? 0.41 0.41 0.41 0.41 0.41 0.41 
(0.21) (0.21) (0.21) (0.21) (0.21) (0.21) 
Ages 35-442 0.66 0.66 0.66 0.66 0.66 0.66 
(0.34) (0.34) (0.34) (0.34) (0.34) (0.34) 
Ages 45-60? 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 
(0.44) (0.44) (0.44) (0.44) (0.44) (0.44) 
Ages 61 and over? 0.18*** 0.18*** 0.18*** 0.18*** 0.18*** 0.18*** 
(0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) 
Notina 1.18*** 1.18*** 1.18*** 1.17*** 1.18*** 1.18*** 
racial/ethnic (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
minority group? 
Male‘ 0.94*** 0.94*** 0.94*** 0.94*** 0.94*** 0.94*** 
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
Traditional school district characteristic 
East Central? 0.98 0.98 0.96 0.98 0.99 0.99 
(0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) 
East? 1.04 1.03 1.00 1.03 1.03 1.03 
(0.13) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.13) (0.13) 
Northeast? 0.81 0.82 0.80 0.82 0.82 0.82 
(0.12) (0.12) (0.11) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) 
Northwest 0.70** 0.68** 0.67** 0.69** 0.69** 0.69** 
(0.10) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.10) 
South Central? 0.88 0.89 0.88 0.89 0.89 0.89 


(0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) 


Compensation and benefits-related supports 


Tuition reimbursement 
or financial assistance 
ice) ar-lolelialolar-]| 
endorsements or 


Childcare benefits 
such as subsidies, on- 
inemelal|(oler-]a-mmeolg 


Performance-based alatelalee]mialeslaldn (ecm cele 
Teacher housing or 


mortgage assistance 


compensation suchas _ teachers in high-need 


Annual salary bonuses or salary subjects or at high- 


Characteristic increases increases need schools programs childcare assistance professional learning 
Southeast? 1.01 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.01 
(0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) 
Southwest? 0.86 0.85 0.86 0.88 0.87 0.87 
(0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) 
Upper Peninsula? 0.77* 0.75* 0.74* 0.76* 0.76* 0.76* 
(0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) 
West? 1.11 1.12 1.10 1.13 1.13 1.13 
(0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.09) 
2014/15° 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) 
2015/16° 0.92* 0.92* 0.92* 0.92* 0.92* 0.92* 
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) 
2016/17° 0.85*** 0.85*** 0.85*** 0.85*** 0.85*** 0.85*** 
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
2017/18° 0.77*** 0.77*** 0.77*** 0.77*** 0:7 7*** 0.77*** 
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
Percentage of 0.91 0.93 1.02 1.14 0.97 0.97 
English learner (0.31) (0.32) (0.34) (0.38) (0.33) (0.33) 
students 
Variance 
Traditional school 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 
district (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
Year 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
Constant 19.31*** 21.90*** 22.61*** 22.04*** 21.94*** 21.99*** 
(10.10) (11.39) (11.76) (11.46) (11.41) (11.44) 


* Significant at p < .05; ** significant at p < .01; *** significant at p < .001. 

Note: Teacher retention is based on 100,015 teachers in 538 traditional school districts between 2013/14 and 2018/19. Types of supports available to teachers was based on survey responses from 436 Michigan 
teachers from 233 traditional school districts. Numbers are odds ratios generated from multilevel logistic regression models. Numbers in parentheses are the standard errors of the estimates. Estimates indicate 
whether certain groups of teachers have higher odds of continuing to teach in their traditional school district or whether certain types of districts have higher odds of retaining their teachers. For example, the 
odds that teachers in traditional school districts that provide annual salary increases continue teaching in their districts are 1.17 times the odds of teachers in districts without annual salary increases. Values less 
than 1 indicate that the reference group had higher odds of teachers staying in their districts. 

a. Reference group is teachers who were age 24 or younger. 

b. Reference group is teachers who were in a racial/ethnic minority group. 

c. Reference group is teachers who were female. 

d. Reference group is teachers who taught in the Detroit metro region. 

e. Reference group is school year 2013/14. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of school staffing data from the Michigan Department of Education and the Michigan Department of Education’s survey of teacher supports within local education agencies administered 
in September and October 2020. 


Table B27. Results from multilevel logistic regression models predicting whether teachers continue teaching in their traditional school district, with 


survey respondents’ indication of the presence of evaluation-related supports as the key predictors, fall 2020 


Evaluation 


Tare [ere l=sy 
opportunities for 
teachers to set 
Characteristic goals 


Evaluation-related supports 


Presence of 
support 


Teacher characteristic 
Ages 25-34° 


Ages 35-44? 


Ages 45-60? 


Ages 61 and over? 


Notina 
racial/ethnic 
minority group? 


Male‘ 


Traditional school district characteristic 


East Central? 


East? 


Northeast? 


Northwest? 


1.15 
(0.21) 


0.41 
(0.21) 


0.66 
(0.34) 


0.85 
(0.44) 


0.18*** 
(0.09) 


1.18*** 
(0.03) 


0.94*** 
(0.02) 


0.98 
(0.12) 


1.03 
(0.12) 


0.82 
(0.12) 


0.69** 
(0.09) 


Evaluation Evaluation based 
Tare [relay Evaluation (ola ol=laxe)aaar-lares 
fo} e)oXo) adv] alid(=m Ke) Tare [rele standards or Evaluation 
collaborate with Evaluation Evaluation Evaluation Taicedaaatel definitions of includes 
your supervisor includes multiple includesstudent includes formal classroom high-quality fo) e) Xo) auUlalia(=m ne) 
on goal setting data sources growth data observations walk-throughs teacher practice receive feedback 
1.09 0.98 1.15 1.42 1.07 0.91 1.13 
(0.09) (0.07) (0.22) (0.31) (0.10) (0.08) (0.14) 
0.41 0.41 0.41 0.41 0.41 0.41 0.41 
(0.21) (0.21) (0.21) (0.21) (0.21) (0.21) (0.21) 
0.66 0.66 0.66 0.66 0.66 0.66 0.66 
(0.34) (0.34) (0.34) (0.34) (0.34) (0.34) (0.34) 
0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 
(0.44) (0.44) (0.44) (0.44) (0.44) (0.44) (0.44) 
0.18*** 0.18*** 0.18*** 0.18*** 0.18*** 0.18*** 0.18*** 
(0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) 
1.18*** 1.18*** 1.18*** 1.18*** 1.18*** 1.18*** 1.18*** 
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
0.94*** 0.94*** 0.94*** 0.94*** 0.94*** 0.94*** 0.94*** 
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
1.00 0.99 0.99 0.98 0.98 1.00 0.98 
(0.13) (0.13) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.13) (0.12) 
1.03 1.04 1.03 1.03 1.04 1.04 1.04 
(0.12) (0.13) (0.12) (0.12) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) 
0.83 0.82 0.84 0.82 0.82 0.81 0.83 
(0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) 
0.69** 0.69** 0.70** 0.69** 0.69** 0.69** 0.69** 
(0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) 


Characteristic 


South Central? 


Southeast@ 


Southwest? 


Upper Peninsula? 


West? 


2014/15° 


2015/16° 


2016/17° 


2017/18° 


Percentage of 
English learner 
students 


Variance 


Traditional school 
district 


Year 


Constant 


* Significant at p < .05; ** significant at p < .01; *** significant at p < .001. 


Evaluation 
includes 


opportunities for 
teachers to set 


goals 


0.89 
(0.10) 
1.01 
(0.09) 


0.87 
(0.07) 


0.76* 
(0.10) 


1.13 
(0.08) 


0.93 
(0.04) 


0.92* 
(0.04) 


0.85*** 
(0.03) 

0.77*** 
(0.03) 


0.96 
(0.32) 


0.10 
(0.01) 


0.08 
(0.01) 


19.12*** 
(10.50) 


Evaluation 
Tare [ere l = 
(oe) eeyadUlalin(=smane) 
collaborate with 
your supervisor 
on goal setting 


0.90 
(0.10) 
1.01 
(0.09) 


0.86 
(0.07) 


0.77 
(0.10) 


1.13 
(0.08) 


0.93 
(0.04) 


0.92* 
(0.04) 


0.85*** 
(0.03) 

0.77*** 
(0.03) 


0.96 
(0.33) 


0.10 
(0.01) 


0.08 
(0.01) 


20.33*** 
(10.67) 


Evaluation 
includes multiple 
data sources 


0.89 
(0.10) 
1.00 
(0.09) 


0.87 
(0.07) 


0.76* 
(0.10) 


1.12 
(0.08) 


0.93 
(0.04) 


0.92* 
(0.04) 


0.85*** 
(0.03) 

0.77*** 
(0.03) 


0.98 
(0.33) 


0.10 
(0.01) 


0.08 
(0.01) 


22.38*** 
(11.71) 


Evaluation 
includes student 
growth data 


0.89 
(0.10) 
1.01 
(0.09) 


0.87 
(0.07) 


0.76* 
(0.10) 


1.13 
(0.08) 


0.93 
(0.04) 


0.92* 
(0.04) 


0.85*** 
(0.03) 

0.77*** 
(0.03) 


0.96 
(0.32) 


0.10 
(0.01) 


0.08 
(0.01) 


19.10*** 
(10.57) 


Evaluation 
includes formal 
observations 


0.89 
(0.10) 


1.00 
(0.09) 


0.86 
(0.07) 


0.76* 
(0.10) 


1.14 
(0.08) 


0.93 
(0.04) 


0.92* 
(0.04) 


0.85*** 
(0.03) 

0.77*** 
(0.03) 


0.97 
(0.33) 


0.10 
(0.01) 


0.08 
(0.01) 


15.60*** 
(8.79) 


Evaluation 


includes 
Taliedaaarel 


classroom 
walk-throughs 


0.89 
(0.10) 


1.00 
(0.09) 


0.87 
(0.07) 


0.76* 
(0.10) 


1.14 
(0.08) 


0.93 
(0.04) 


0.92* 
(0.04) 


0.85*** 
(0.03) 

0.77*** 
(0.03) 


0.98 
(0.33) 


0.10 
(0.01) 


0.08 
(0.01) 


20.60*** 
(10.85) 


Evaluation based 
(ola oL=laxe)aaar-lares 
standards or 
definitions of 
high-quality 
teacher practice 


0.90 
(0.10) 
1.00 
(0.09) 


0.87 
(0.07) 


0.76* 
(0.10) 


1.12 
(0.08) 


0.93 
(0.04) 


0.92* 
(0.04) 


0.85*** 
(0.03) 

0.77*** 
(0.03) 


1.00 
(0.34) 


0.10 
(0.01) 


0.08 
(0.01) 


23.87*** 
(12.55) 


Evaluation-related supports 


Evaluation 


includes 


opportunities to 
receive feedback 


0.90 
(0.10) 


1.01 
(0.09) 


0.87 
(0.07) 


0.76* 
(0.10) 


1.13 
(0.08) 


0.93 
(0.04) 


0.92* 
(0.04) 


0.85*** 
(0.03) 

0.77*** 
(0.03) 


0.96 
(0.32) 


0.10 
(0.01) 


0.08 
(0.01) 


19.43*** 
(10.35) 


Note: Teacher retention is based on 100,015 teachers in 538 traditional school districts between 2013/14 and 2018/19. Types of supports available to teachers was based on survey responses from 436 Michigan 
teachers from 233 traditional school districts. Numbers are odds ratios generated from multilevel logistic regression models. Numbers in parentheses are the standard errors of the estimates. Estimates indicate 
whether certain groups of teachers have higher odds of staying in their positions or whether certain types of traditional school districts have higher odds of retaining their teachers. For example, the odds that 
teachers employed by traditional school districts that include formal observations in their evaluation systems retain their positions are 1.42 times the odds of teachers employed in school districts that do not 
include formal observations within their evaluation systems. Values less than 1 indicate that the reference group had higher odds of teachers staying in their districts. 

a. Reference group is teachers who were age 24 or younger. 

b. Reference group is teachers who were in a racial/ethnic minority group. 

c. Reference group is teachers who were female. 

d. Reference group is teachers who taught in the Detroit metro region. 

e. Reference group is school year 2013/14. 


Source: Authors’ analysis of school staffing data from the Michigan Department of Education and the Michigan Department of Education’s survey of teacher supports within local education agencies administered 
in September and October 2020. 


Table B28. Results from multilevel logistic regression models predicting whether teachers continue teaching in their traditional school district, with 
survey respondents’ indication of the presence of professional development-related supports as the key predictors, fall 2020 


Professional development-—related supports 


Stipends for 
Time for professional 
DYdaloime) g2z-1al PAcXe| Online courses, Reimbursement development 


observational visits 


Release time from 


to other Observational workshops, resources, or for conferences, activities that teaching to attend 
classrooms in my visits to other conferences, or re) lage) annmiele workshops, or occur outside work professional 
Characteristic KXel afele)| Yel aeye) seo) axe [iu a (elms) training sessions knowledge sharing courses hours development 
Presence of 1.10 1.05 0.99 1.07 1.05 0.95 1.06 
support (0.06) (0.05) (0.08) (0.06) (0.06) (0.05) (0.06) 
Teacher characteristic 
Ages 25-34? 0.43 0.43 0.43 0.43 0.43 0.43 0.43 
(0.22) (0.22) (0.22) (0.22) (0.22) (0.22) (0.22) 
Ages 35-442 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69 
(0.36) (0.36) (0.36) (0.36) (0.36) (0.36) (0.36) 
Ages 45-60? 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 
(0.46) (0.46) (0.46) (0.46) (0.46) (0.46) (0.46) 
Ages 61 and over? 0.19** 0.19** 0.19** 0.19** 0.19** 0.19** 0.19** 
(0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) 
Notina 1.177** 1.17*** 1.17*** 1:177** 1.177** 1,17*%** 1.177** 
racial/ethnic (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
minority group? 
Male‘ 0.94*** 0.94*** 0.94*** 0.94*** 0.94*** 0.94*** 0.94*** 
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
Traditional school district characteristic 
East Central? 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.95 
(0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) 
East? 1.02 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 
(0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) 
Northeast? 0.81 0.80 0.79 0.81 0.80 0.81 0.80 
(0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) 
Northwest 0.66** 0.67** 0.67** 0.68** 0.67** 0.67** 0.67** 
(0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) 


Professional development-—related supports 


Stipends for 


Time for professional 
observational visits DYSdal etme) g2z-1al PAcXe| Online courses, Reimbursement development Release time from 
to other Observational workshops, resources, or for conferences, activities that teaching to attend 
classrooms in my visits to other conferences, or re) lace)anamiele workshops, or occur outside work professional 
Characteristic EXel aTele)| Yel aeXe) eo) axe [iu a (olny training sessions knowledge sharing courses hours development 
South Central? 0.85 0.86 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.86 0.86 
(0.09) (0.09) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) 
Southeast? 0.97 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.97 0.97 0.97 
(0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) 
Southwest? 0.85* 0.84* 0.83* 0.85 0.84* 0.84* 0.84* 
(0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) 
Upper Peninsula? 0.86 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.86 0.85 0.85 
(0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) 
West4 1.12 1.11 1.12 1.13 1.11 1.12 1.12 
(0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) 
2014/15° 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) 
2015/16° 0.93 0.93 0.92* 0.92* 0.92* 0.92* 0.92* 
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) 
2016/17° 0.86*** 0.86*** 0.86*** 0.86*** 0.86*** 0.86*** 0.86*** 
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
2017/18° 0.78*** 0.78*** 0.77*** 0.77*** 0.77*** O,77*** 0.77*** 
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
Percentage of 0.83 0.86 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.90 0.89 
English learner (0.28) (0.29) (0.30) (0.29) (0.30) (0.30) (0.30) 
students 
Variance 
Traditional school 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 
district (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
Year 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
Constant 20.28*** 21.14*** 21.86*** 20.48*** 20.86*** 22.08*** 20.64*** 
(10.58) (11.01) (11.50) (10.70) (10.89) (11.51) (10.79) 


* Significant at p < .05; ** significant at p < .01; *** significant at p < .001. 

Note: Teacher retention is based on 100,015 teachers in 538 traditional school districts between 2013/14 and 2018/19. Types of supports available to teachers was based on survey responses from 436 Michigan 
teachers from 233 traditional school districts. Numbers are odds ratios generated from multilevel logistic regression models. Numbers in parentheses are the standard errors of the estimates. Estimates indicate 
whether certain groups of teachers have higher odds of continuing to teach in their traditional school district or whether certain types of districts have higher odds of retaining their teachers. For example, the 
odds that a teacher employed by a traditional school district that gives teachers release time to participate in professional development are 1.06 times the odds of a teacher employed by a traditional school 
district that does not offer this support. Values less than 1 indicate that the reference group had higher odds of continuing to teach or retaining teachers in their districts. 

a. Reference group is teachers who were age 24 or younger. 

b. Reference group is teachers who were in a racial/ethnic minority group. 

c. Reference group is teachers who were female. 

d. Reference group is teachers who taught in the Detroit metro region. 

e. Reference group is school year 2013/14. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of school staffing data from the Michigan Department of Education and the Michigan Department of Education’s survey of teacher supports within local education agencies administered 
in September and October 2020. 


Table B29. Results from multilevel logistic regression models predicting whether teachers continue teaching in their local education agency, with 
survey respondents’ ratings of the quality of supports as the key predictors, fall 2020 


Satisfaction 
with Teacher 


Quality of Satisfaction Supportive —_ involvement 
professional with teacher eiatere)| Tamsxel aXeXe)| 
Characteristic development collaboration leadership governance 
Quality of 1.00 1.10 1.05 1.09 
support (0.10) (0.10) (0.09) (0.09) 


Teacher characteristic 


Ages 25-34? 0.26 0.27 0.23 0.23 
(0.27) (0.28) (0.24) (0.24) 
Ages 35-44? 0.40 0.41 0.35 0.35 
(0.41) (0.42) (0.36) (0.35) 
Ages 45-60? 0.53 0.54 0.45 0.45 
(0.55) (0.55) (0.47) (0.46) 
Ages 61 and 0.11* 0.12* 0.09* 0.09* 
over? (0.11) (0.12) (0.09) (0.09) 
Notina 1.45*** 1.35*** 1.35*** 1.25"** 
racial/ethnic (0.09) (0.08) (0.08) (0.07) 
minority group? 
Male‘ 0.98 0.93* 0.92** 0.92** 
(0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
Local education agency characteristic 
Traditional 2.54*** 2.51*** 3.14*** 2.85*** 
school district? (0.31) (0.25) (0.32) (0.28) 
East Central® 1.29 1.33 1.19 1.22 
(0.28) (0.29) (0.28) (0.26) 
East® 1.58 1.21 0.94 1.13 
(0.38) (0.27) (0.20) (0.22) 
Northeast® 1.00 1.09 1.03 0.94 
(0.21) (0.21) (0.19) (0.16) 
Northwest® 0.96 0.94 0.97 0.85 
(0.24) (0.17) (0.18) (0.15) 


Teacher perceptions of supports 


Or invalare, 
sufficiency of Satisfaction with 
Quality of idlaatewelare| fex-Yol=acialte) OWr invae)j Quality of 
mentor material © andadvancement newteacher Satisfaction evaluation 
program resources Opportunities socialization with salary system 
1.07 1.24* 1.18 1.00 1.16 0.95 
(0.12) (0.14) (0.13) (0.09) (0.13) (0.09) 
0.67 0.22 0.76 0.62 2.80*** 0.53 
(0.51) (0.22) (0.58) (0.65) (0.15) (0.40) 
1.01 0.32 1:15 0.83 4.09*** 0.78 
(0.77) (0.33) (0.88) (0.86) (0.19) (0.59) 
1.41 0.44 1.36 1.12 5.02*** 1.15 
(1.07) (0.45) (1.04) (1.17) (0.22) (0.87) 
0.30 0.09* 0.28 0.25 1.00*** 0.25 
(0.23) (0.10) (0.21) (0.26) (0.00) (0.18) 
1.21*** 1.36*** 1.43*** L545t* 1.14* 1.28*** 
(0.06) (0.08) (0.11) (0.10) (0.08) (0.07) 
0.93* 0.92* 0.99 0.96 0.95 0.90** 
(0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.03) 
2.58*** 2.78*** 2:47 *** 2.34*** 2.85*** 2.11*** 
(0.30) (0.34) (0.32) (0.26) (0.35) (0.27) 
1.14 1.22 1.18 1.40 0.85 1.15 
(0.26) (0.28) (0.27) (0.25) (0.23) (0.26) 
1.15 1.27 1.21 1.30 0.72 1.36 
(0.24) (0.27) (0.26) (0.22) (0.16) (0.31) 
1.14 0.94 0.74 1.24 0.91 0.84 
(0.30) (0.23) (0.20) (0.25) (0.31) (0.23) 
0.70 0.97 1.05 0.70 0.66* 0.94 


(0.22) (0.28) (0.30) (0.16) (0.13) (0.17) 


Characteristic 


South Central® 
Southeast® 
Southwest® 
Upper 
Peninsula® 
West* 
2014/15! 
2015/16' 
2016/17' 


2017/18° 


Percentage of 
English learner 
students 


Variance 


Local education 
agency 


Year 


Constant 


Quality of 
professional 
development 


1.34 
(0.26) 


1.26 
(0.23) 


1.07 
(0.18) 


1.01 
(0.32) 
1.22 
(0.15) 


0.96 
(0.07) 
0.91 
(0.07) 


0.85* 
(0.06) 


0.85* 
(0.06) 


1.33 
(0.63) 


0.11 
(0.03) 


0.08 
(0.01) 


9.64* 
(10.04) 


Satisfaction 
with teacher 
(ero]| Fe] eel a=} lola) 


1.17 
(0.21) 


1.18 
(0.20) 


0.83 
(0.10) 


0.89 
(0.19) 


1.18 
(0.14) 


0.93 
(0.07) 


0.97 
(0.07) 


0.85* 
(0.06) 


0.88 
(0.06) 


1.29 
(0.62) 


0.09 
(0.02) 


0.09 
(0.02) 


9.87* 
(10.24) 


Supportive 


school 


eeVelclastalie) 


0.74 
(0.17) 


1.22 
(0.19) 


0.84 
(0.10) 


0.83 
(0.20) 
£13 
(0.12) 


0.92 
(0.06) 


0.92 
(0.06) 


0.87* 
(0.06) 


0.84* 
(0.06) 


1.09 
(0.48) 


0.09 
(0.02) 


0.10 
(0.01) 


10.83* 
(11.26) 


Satisfaction 
with Teacher 
involvement 
Tamsxel alexe)| 
governance 


1.04 
(0.19) 


1.03 
(0.15) 


0.95 
(0.13) 


0.69 
(0.15) 
149 
(0.12) 


0.92 
(0.06) 


0.95 
(0.06) 


0.89 
(0.06) 


0.84** 
(0.05) 


1.38 
(0.67) 


0.10 
(0.02) 


0.10 
(0.01) 


12.34* 
(12.73) 


Or \invalare, 
sufficiency of Satisfaction with 
(OVE invaeyi idfaatem-lare| leadership Quality of 
mentor material © andadvancement new teacher 
program resources Opportunities socialization 

1.23 0.99 1.02 1.21 
(0.23) (0.25) (0.25) (0.20) 
1.00 0.96 1.20 0.81 
(0.18) (0.18) (0.24) (0.17) 
1.03 1.00 0.95 0.82 
(0.17) (0.21) (0.15) (0.11) 
0.79 0.62 0.75 0.87 
(0.20) (0.19) (0.22) (0.32) 
1.37* 1.02 1.20 1.17 
(0.19) (0.14) (0.18) (0.13) 
0.98 0.93 0.95 0.96 
(0.06) (0.07) (0.08) (0.08) 
1.01 0.92 0.91 0.96 
(0.07) (0.07) (0.08) (0.08) 
0.88* 0.87 0.85 0.84* 
(0.06) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) 
0.96 0.90 0.95 0.87 
(0.06) (0.07) (0.08) (0.07) 
0.94 0.71 0.59 4.35 
(0.48) (0.37) (0.40) (3.70) 
0.19 0.16 0.13 0.06 
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) 
0.10 0.12 0.12 0.13 
(0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
3.72 11.07* 3.62 4.05 


(2.88) (11.51) (2.83) (4.28) 


Satisfaction 
with salary 
1.05 
(0.26) 


0.79 
(0.17) 


0.80 
(0.14) 


1.00*** 
(0.00) 


0.91 
(0.12) 


1.09 
(0.08) 


1.09 
(0.08) 


0.91 
(0.07) 


0.88 
(0.07) 


0.53 
(0.26) 


0.13 
(0.03) 


0.08 
(0.02) 


1.23 
(0.18) 


Teacher perceptions of supports 


(Ol Vinvaeyi 
evaluation 
system 


0.87 
(0.18) 


1.02 
(0.19) 


0.83 
(0.15) 


1.00*** 
(0.00) 


1.09 
(0.15) 


0.84* 
(0.06) 


0.83* 
(0.06) 


0.86* 
(0.07) 


0.79** 
(0.06) 


0.78 
(0.47) 


0.13 
(0.03) 


0.09 
(0.02) 


6.96* 
(5.35) 


* Significant at p < .05; ** significant at p < .01; *** significant at p < .001. 

Note: Teacher retention is based on 114,283 teachers in 788 local education agencies between 2013/14 and 2018/19. Ratings of the quality of supports were based on survey responses from 539 Michigan teachers 
from 305 local education agencies. Local education agencies are defined as public school academies (charter schools) or traditional school districts. Numbers are odds ratios generated from multilevel logistic 
regression models. Numbers in parentheses are the standard errors of the estimates. Estimates indicate whether certain groups of teachers have higher odds of continuing to teach in their local education agency 
or whether certain types of agencies have higher odds of retaining their teachers. For example, the odds that teachers in local education agencies with a higher than average score (by one standard deviation) for 
quality and sufficiency of instructional time and material resources would continue teaching in their agencies are 1.24 times the odds of teachers in agencies with a lower than average score (by one standard 
deviation). Values less than 1 indicate that the reference group had higher odds of continuing to teach or retaining teachers in their agencies. 

a. Reference group is teachers who were age 24 or younger. 

b. Reference group is teachers who were in a racial/ethnic minority group. 

c. Reference group is teachers who were female. 

d. Reference group is teachers who were in a public school academy. 

e. Reference group is teachers who taught in the Detroit metro region. 

f. Reference group is school year 2013/14. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of school staffing data from the Michigan Department of Education and the Michigan Department of Education’s survey of teacher supports within local education agencies administered 
in September and October 2020. 


Table B30. Results from multilevel logistic regression models predicting whether teachers continue teaching in their public school academy, with 


survey respondents’ ratings of the quality of supports as the key predictors, fall 2020 


Quality of supports 


Satisfaction 
with teacher 


Quality of Satisfaction Supportive involvement 
professional with Teacher Yel atote)| Tame alexe)| 
Characteristic development collaboration leadership governance 
Quality of 1.50 1.05 2.30 1.29 
support (0.51) (0.36) (1.26) (0.33) 
Teacher characteristic 
Ages 25-344 1.25 1.39 0.81 1.37 
(1.43) (0.23) (0.90) (0.23) 
Ages 35-444 1.38 1.42* 0.93 1.36 
(1.58) (0.23) (1.03) (0.22) 
Ages 45-602 1.30 1.37 0.95 1.51* 
(1.49) (0.23) (1.06) (0.26) 
Ages 61 and 0.89 1.00*** 0.72 1.00*** 
over? (1.04) (0.00) (0.81) (0.00) 
Not in a racial/ 1.40* 1.16 1.04 1.07 
ethnic minority (0.19) (0.13) (0.13) (0.11) 
group? 
Male‘ 1.00 0.96 0.76* 0.95 
(0.13) (0.10) (0.08) (0.09) 
Public school academy characteristic 
East Central? 1.00*** 1.51 2.47 1.20 
(0.00) (0.54) (1.68) (0.60) 
East? 1.00*** 1.47 1.91 1.00*** 
(0.00) (0.54) (1.27) (0.00) 
Northeast? 1.12 1.47 1.46 1.22 
(0.61) (0.72) (0.63) (0.64) 
Northwest 1.79 1.90 2.19* 1.92 
(0.89) (0.69) (0.83) (0.93) 
South 1.79 2.32 1.51 1.22 
Central? (0.89) (1.02) (1.03) (0.43) 


Satisfaction with 


OWE Iiavar-lare| leadership 
Quality of — sufficiency of time Tale] Quality of 
mentor and material advancement newteacher Satisfaction 
program resources opportunities socialization with salary 
1.24 2.13** 1.45 1.76 0.81 
(0.39) (0.55) (0.45) (0.57) (0.36) 
1.78 0.97 1.21 1.21 1.19 
(2.10) (1.08) (1.38) (0.25) (0.23) 
1.87 0.96 1.45 1.25 1.25 
(2.21) (1.08) (1.66) (0.24) (0.24) 
2.05 0.95 1.35 1.04 1.31 
(2.43) (1.07) (1.54) (0.21) (0.26) 
1.55 0.63 1.09 1.00*** 1.00*** 
(1.84) (0.71) (1.26) (0.00) (0.00) 
1.00 1.32* 1.18 1.27 1.04 
(0.09) (0.15) (0.16) (0.19) (0.13) 
0.96 0.92 0.95 0.91 0.76* 
(0.08) (0.09) (0.11) (0.11) (0.08) 
1.24 1.00*** 1.47 0.82 1.02 
(0.62) (0.00) (0.73) (0.26) (0.73) 
1.11 2.19 2.01 0.90 0.71 
(0.76) (0.99) (1.02) (0.41) (0.31) 
1.28 1.00 1.00*** 0.58 1.00*** 
(0.88) (0.61) (0.00) (0.29) (0.00) 
1.00*** 1.63 1.65 1.00*** 1.74 
(0.00) (0.93) (1.01) (0.00) (1.01) 
1.48 1.62 1.15 0.79 2.21 
(0.63) (0.93) (0.53) (0.31) (1.54) 


Quality of 
evaluation 
system 


0.89 
(0.23) 


1.35 
(1.61) 


1.52 
(1.81) 


1.86 
(2.23) 


1.28 
(1.55) 


1.42* 
(0.22) 


0.76* 
(0.10) 


1.00*** 
(0.00) 


4.99** 
(2.91) 


1.00*** 
(0.00) 


2.10 
(0.97) 


1.15 
(0.44) 


Quality of supports 


Satisfaction Satisfaction with 
with teacher OVW} linvarlare, leadership 
(OL invaeyi Satisfaction Supportive involvement Quality of — sufficiency of time FTare| Quality of Quality of 
professional with Teacher EYeiafefe)| Tama alexe)| mentor and material advancement newteacher Satisfaction evaluation 
Characteristic development collaboration leadership governance program resources opportunities socialization with salary system 
Southeast? 1.45 1.68 1.66 1.55 1:15 0.70 1.59 1:17 0.78 1.91 
(0.51) (0.52) (0.43) (0.61) (0.43) (0.25) (0.58) (0.39) (0.31) (0.71) 
Southwest? 1.00*** 0.54 1.08 0.50 1.00*** 1.00*** 0.84 0.36** 1.00*** 1.04 
(0.00) (0.25) (0.42) (0.26) (0.00) (0.00) (0.51) (0.13) (0.00) (0.48) 
Upper 1.00*** 1.00*** 1.00*** 1.00*** 1.00*** 1.00*** 1.00*** 1.00*** 1.00*** 1.00*** 
Peninsula? (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
West? 1.35 1.72 1.14 1.36 1.38 0.89 1.54 0.93 0.76 0.81 
(0.42) (0.49) (0.26) (0.37) (0.42) (0.27) (0.56) (0.20) (0.26) (0.21) 
2014/15° 0.91 0.90 0.89 0.76 0.77 0.81 0.84 0.79 1.20 0.61* 
(0.16) (0.13) (0.14) (0.12) (0.10) (0.12) (0.12) (0.18) (0.19) (0.13) 
2015/16° 0.98 0.99 0.90 0.93 0.96 0.93 0.91 1.01 1.05 0.58** 
(0.18) (0.15) (0.14) (0.15) (0.13) (0.15) (0.14) (0.23) (0.16) (0.12) 
2016/17° 0.82 0.81 0.90 0.94 0.99 0.87 0.89 0.99 1.02 0.77 
(0.15) (0.12) (0.14) (0.16) (0.14) (0.14) (0.14) (0.23) (0.16) (0.17) 
2017/18° 1.18 1.08 1.09 1.10 1.42* 1.13 1.27 1.29 1.18 0.90 
(0.22) (0.17) (0.17) (0.18) (0.21) (0.18) (0.21) (0.30) (0.18) (0.20) 
Percentage of 0.88 3.35 1.50 1.33 0.83 1.45 0.60 0.00 0.95 2.75 
English learner (0.89) (3.61) (0.98) (1.40) (0.59) (1.03) (0.62) (0.01) (0.88) (2.21) 
students 
Variance 
Public school 0.14 0.09 0.08 0.14 0.34 0.25 0.26 0.00 0.26 0.10 
academy (0.07) (0.04) (0.04) (0.06) (0.10) (0.09) (0.10) (0.00) (0.10) (0.07) 
Year 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.10 0.08 0.09 0.03 0.15 0.05 0.12 
(0.04) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.05) (0.04) (0.06) 
Constant 1.65 2.06* 1.53 2.27** 1.65 1.95 2.13 3.19*** 3.35*** 2.65 


(1.94) (0.58) (1.91) (0.58) (2.01) (2.26) (2.53) (0.96) (1.00) (3.24) 


* Significant at p < .05; ** significant at p < .01; *** significant at p < .001. 

Note: Teacher retention is based on 14,268 teachers in 250 public school academies between 2013/14 and 2018/19. Perceptions of supports were based on survey responses from 103 Michigan teachers from 72 
academies. Numbers are odds ratios generated from multilevel logistic regression models. Numbers in parentheses are the standard errors of the estimates. Estimates indicate whether certain groups of teachers 
have higher odds of continuing to teach in their public school academy or whether certain types of academies have higher odds of retaining their teachers. For example, the odds that teachers in public school 
academies with a higher than average score (by one standard deviation) for quality and sufficiency of instructional time and material resources would continue to teach in their academies are 2.13 times the odds 
of teachers in academies with a lower than average score (by one standard deviation). Values less than 1 indicate that the reference group had higher odds of continuing to teach or retaining teachers in their 
academies. 

a. Reference group is teachers who were age 24 or younger. 

b. Reference group is teachers who were in a racial/ethnic minority group. 

c. Reference group is teachers who were female. 

d. Reference group is teachers who taught in the Detroit metro region. 

e. Reference group is school year 2013/14. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of school staffing data from the Michigan Department of Education and the Michigan Department of Education’s survey of teacher supports within local education agencies administered 
in September and October 2020. 


Table B31. Results from multilevel logistic regression models predicting whether teachers continue teaching in their traditional school district, with 


survey respondents’ ratings of the quality of supports as the key predictors, fall 2020 


Satisfaction 


Quality of 
relgeyietscye) are] 
development 


Characteristic 


Quality of 0.91 1.01 
support (0.09) (0.09) 
Teacher characteristic 
Ages 25-34? 2.38*** 0.38 
(0.12) (0.39) 
Ages 35-44? 3.96*** 0.65 
(0.17) (0.67) 
Ages 45-60? 5.28*** 0.87 
(0.22) (0.89) 
Ages 61 and 1.00*** 0.17 
over? (0.00) (0.18) 
Not ina racial/ 1.44*** 1.37*** 
ethnic minority (0.10) (0.09) 
group? 
Male‘ 0.98 0.92* 
(0.04) (0.03) 
Traditional school district characteristic 
East Central4 1.20 1.29 
(0.24) (0.35) 
East4 1.54 1.35 
(0.35) (0.41) 
Northeast? 0.87 0.97 
(0.19) (0.19) 
Northwest? 0.64 0.72 
(0.18) (0.15) 
South Central? 1.15 1.02 
(0.22) (0.19) 


with teacher 
collaboration 


Supportive 
EYolafeJe)| 
KerVelclasialie) 


0.96 
(0.09) 


2.59*** 
(0.12) 


4.14*** 
(0.17) 


5.41*** 
(0.21) 


1.00*** 
(0.00) 


1.38*** 
(0.09) 


0.92** 
(0.03) 


1.11 
(0.29) 


1.01 
(0.24) 


0.90 
(0.18) 


0.77 
(0.16) 


0.79 
(0.21) 


Satisfaction 
with teacher 
involvement 
Tame alexe)| 
governance 


1.03 
(0.09) 


0.30 
(0.31) 


0.49 
(0.50) 


0.63 
(0.64) 


0.12* 
(0.12) 


1.28*** 
(0.08) 


0.91** 
(0.03) 


1.18 
(0.27) 


1.07 
(0.20) 


0.84 
(0.15) 


0.69* 
(0.13) 


1.03 
(0.22) 


Quality of supports 


OlUr}linva-lare, Satisfaction 
sufficiency of with leadership 
OVE iavae)j time and Elare| Quality of 
mentor material advancement newteacher _ Satisfaction 
program resources Opportunities socialization with salary 
1.00 1.05 1.10 0.95 1.16 
(0.12) (0.11) (0.12) (0.09) (0.11) 
0.45 2.17*** 0.60 0.58 2.74*** 
(0.46) (0.11) (0.63) (0.61) (0.16) 
0.74 3.68*** 0.99 0.83 4.47*** 
(0.77) (0.16) (1.03) (0.86) (0.22) 
1.04 5.03*** 1.18 1.15 5.41*** 
(1.08) (0.21) (1.23) (1.20) (0.24) 
0.20 1.00*** 0.22 0.24 1.00*** 
(0.21) (0.00) (0.23) (0.25) (0.00) 
1.30*** 1.34*** 1.49*** 1.58*** 1.15 
(0.07) (0.09) (0.13) (0.11) (0.09) 
0.92** 0.92* 0.99 0.96 0.97 
(0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) 
1.03 1.11 1.13 1.49 0.84 
(0.25) (0.21) (0.28) (0.31) (0.20) 
1.12 1.11 1.05 1.27 0.76 
(0.24) (0.24) (0.23) (0.22) (0.18) 
0.97 0.83 0.69 1.21 0.83 
(0.26) (0.20) (0.16) (0.26) (0.22) 
0.65 0.69 0.80 0.70 0.55*** 
(0.19) (0.20) (0.24) (0.16) (0.09) 
1.09 0.83 1.08 1.07 0.88 
(0.22) (0.20) (0.29) (0.21) (0.20) 


Quality of 
evaluation 
system 


0.96 
(0.09) 


0.36 
(0.37) 


0.55 
(0.57) 


0.81 
(0.84) 


0.17 
(0.17) 


1.24*** 
(0.08) 


0.91* 
(0.03) 


1.03 
(0.20) 


0.99 
(0.22) 


0.72 
(0.18) 


0.79 
(0.14) 


0.77 
(0.15) 


Characteristic 


Southeast? 
Southwest? 
Upper 
Peninsula? 
West? 
2014/15¢ 
2015/16° 
2016/17° 


2017/18° 


Percentage of 
English learner 
students 


Variance 


Public school 
academy 


Year 


Constant 


Quality of 
relgeyi=tscie) are] 
development 


414 
(0.23) 


0.99 
(0.16) 


0.98 
(0.29) 


1.19 
(0.16) 


0.98 
(0.08) 


0.90 
(0.07) 


0.87 
(0.07) 


0.80** 
(0.06) 


1.25 
(0.71) 


0.08 
(0.02) 


0.08 
(0.01) 


2.90*** 
(0.39) 


Satisfaction 
with teacher 


Satisfaction Supportive involvement 
with teacher school Tamseuareye)| 
(oto) |=] ofole-}uloy a) leadership governance 
1.01 1.01 0.92 
(0.19) (0.18) (0.14) 
0.83 0.82 0.97 
(0.10) (0.10) (0.13) 
0.83 0.79 0.66 
(0.16) (0.19) (0.14) 
1.12 1.11 1.07 
(0.14) (0.13) (0.12) 
0.94 0.93 0.95 
(0.08) (0.07) (0.07) 
0.96 0.93 0.96 
(0.08) (0.07) (0.07) 
0.86 0.87 0.88 
(0.07) (0.07) (0.06) 
0.84* 0.81** 0.81** 
(0.07) (0.06) (0.06) 
0.76 0.68 1.03 
(0.43) (0.40) (0.58) 
0.07 0.08 0.08 
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
0.10 0.11 0.09 
(0.02) (0.02) (0.01) 
17.96** 3.22*** 27.56** 
(18.66) (0.41) (28.41) 


Quality of supports 


Ole} linva-lare, Satisfaction 
sufficiency of with leadership 
Quality of iilaatem-lare| Tare] (OWE) invaeyi 
mentor material advancement new teacher 
program resources Opportunities socialization 
0.93 1.02 0.98 0.69 
(0.19) (0.20) (0.23) (0.16) 
1.00 0.98 0.93 0.89 
(0.15) (0.17) (0.14) (0.12) 
0.74 0.63 0.72 0.85 
(0.17) (0.17) (0.19) (0.31) 
1.38* 1.10 1.16 1.21 
(0.21) (0.15) (0.17) (0.14) 
1.06 0.98 0.99 0.99 
(0.07) (0.08) (0.10) (0.09) 
1.04 0.91 0.92 0.97 
(0.07) (0.08) (0.09) (0.09) 
0.87* 0.87 0.85 0.84* 
(0.06) (0.07) (0.08) (0.07) 
0.88 0.84* 0.87 0.83* 
(0.06) (0.07) (0.09) (0.07) 
0.31 0.23 0.36 4.04 
(0.32) (0.19) (0.45) (3.62) 
0.14 0.09 0.07 0.06 
(0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02) 
0.08 0.12 0.13 0.12 
(0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
14.36* 3.32*** 11.53* 9.67* 
(15.10) (0.43) (12.16) (10.20) 


Satisfaction 
with salary 
0.75 
(0.20) 
0.80 
(0.11) 
1.00*** 

(0.00) 


0.95 
(0.12) 


1.07 
(0.09) 


1.10 
(0.10) 


0.88 
(0.08) 


0.81* 
(0.07) 


0.38 
(0.20) 


0.06 
(0.02) 


0.08 
(0.02) 


3.52*** 
(0.48) 


Quality of 
evaluation 
system 


0.81 
(0.14) 


0.83 
(0.15) 

1.00*** 
(0.00) 

1.12 
(0.16) 


0.90 
(0.07) 


0.89 
(0.07) 


0.88 
(0.07) 


0.77** 
(0.06) 


0.16* 
(0.14) 


0.08 
(0.02) 


0.08 
(0.02) 


23.82** 
(24.76) 


* Significant at p < .05; ** significant at p < .01; *** significant at p < .001. 

Note: Teacher retention is based on 100,015 teachers in 538 traditional school districts between 2013/14 and 2018/19. Perceptions of supports were based on survey responses from 436 Michigan teachers from 
233 traditional school districts. Numbers are odds ratios generated from multilevel logistic regression models. Numbers in parentheses are the standard errors of the estimates. Estimates indicate whether certain 
groups of teachers have higher odds of continuing to teach in their traditional school district when they perceive supports as high quality than when they perceive the supports as poor quality. For example, the 
odds that teachers in traditional school districts with a higher than average score (by one standard deviation) for quality and sufficiency of instructional time and material resources would continue to teach in 
their school district are 1.05 times the odds of teachers in school districts with a lower than average score (by one standard deviation). Values less than 1 indicate that the reference group had higher odds of 
teachers staying in their districts. 

a. Reference group is teachers who were age 24 or younger. 

b. Reference group is teachers who were in a racial/ethnic minority group. 

c. Reference group is teachers who were female. 

d. Reference group is teachers who taught in the Detroit metro region. 

e. Reference group is school year 2013/14. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of school staffing data from the Michigan Department of Education and the Michigan Department of Education’s survey of teacher supports within local education agencies administered 
in September and October 2020. 


Supports associated with teacher retention for local education agencies in the highest two quartiles 
for the percentage of economically disadvantaged students 

Additional multilevel regression models were developed that focused on associations between the existence of 
supports and the probability of teachers staying in their positions, but only for local education agencies in the top 
two quartiles for percentage of economically disadvantaged students (tables B32—B35). For these local education 
agencies serving higher percentages of economically disadvantaged students, a final set of regression models was 
developed to examine associations between teachers’ perceptions of quality of supports and the probability that 
teachers would stay in their position, after characteristics of teachers and their local education agencies were 
adjusted for (table B36). 
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Table B32. Results from multilevel logistic regression models predicting whether teachers continue teaching in their local education agency, with 
survey respondents’ ratings of the presence of supports for new teachers as the key predictors among local education agencies serving large numbers 
of economically disadvantaged students, fall 2020 


Supports for new teachers 


Regular 
Reduced Seminars, supportive Professional 
teaching (oyanlaareyal classes, or communication learning 
schedule or re) F-avaliaycaalaatsy professional with your community 
elelelia(eyar]| with teachers development principal, other teams with 
preparation in your subject sessions for Extra administrators, A mentoring Instructional Jolel-ro| 
iifaatem exelatele Fleer elalel ele beginning classroom ordepartment Anorientation program for rounds with supports for 
Characteristic or release time grade level teachers assistance chair iron al -Mcvel alele)| new teachers peers new teachers 
Presence of 1.11 0.93 0.88 0.96 1.01 1.09 1.19 0.92 0.94 
support (0.10) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.09) (0.09) (0.11) (0.07) (0.07) 
Teacher characteristic 
Ages 25-34? 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 
(0.24) (0.24) (0.24) (0.24) (0.24) (0.24) (0.24) (0.24) (0.24) 
Ages 35-44? 0.47 0.47 0.47 0.47 0.47 0.47 0.47 0.47 0.47 
(0.35) (0.35) (0.35) (0.35) (0.35) (0.35) (0.35) (0.35) (0.35) 
Ages 45-60? 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65 
(0.48) (0.48) (0.48) (0.48) (0.48) (0.48) (0.48) (0.48) (0.48) 
Ages 61 and 0.19* 0.19* 0.19* 0.19* 0.19* 0.19* 0.19* 0.19* 0.19* 
over? (0.14) (0.14) (0.14) (0.14) (0.14) (0.14) (0.14) (0.14) (0.14) 
Notina 1.08* 1.08* 1.08* 1.08* 1.08* 1.08* 1.08* 1.08* 1.08* 
racial/ethnic (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
minority 
group? 
Male‘ 0.89*** 0.89*** 0.89*** 0.89*** 0.89*** 0.89*** 0.89*** 0.89*** 0.89*** 
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
Local education agency characteristic 
Traditional 2.56*** 2.50*** 2.55*** 2.51*** 2.53*** 2.55*** 2:55*** 2.54*** 2.50*** 
school (0.21) (0.20) (0.20) (0.20) (0.20) (0.21) (0.20) (0.20) (0.20) 
district’ 
East Central® 0.98 0.97 1.00 0.99 0.99 1.04 1.07 0.97 0.97 
(0.22) (0.22) (0.22) (0.23) (0.23) (0.24) (0.25) (0.22) (0.22) 
East® 1.13 1.13 1.15 1.17 1.13 1.17 1.11 1.13 1.16 


(0.17) (0.17) (0.17) (0.19) (0.17) (0.18) (0.17) (0.17) (0.18) 


Characteristic 


Northeast® 
Northwest® 
South Central® 
Southeast® 
Southwest® 
Upper 
Peninsula® 
West* 
2014/15! 
2015/16' 
2016/17' 


2017/18' 


Percent of 
students with 
limited English 
proficiency 


Reduced 
teaching 


LYolal=xe [Ui (= Mele 
EVelelialeyare]| 
preparation 
time periods 
or release time 


0.93 
(0.18) 


0.85 
(0.15) 


0.78 
(0.17) 


0.89 
(0.14) 


0.95 
(0.11) 


0.98 
(0.21) 


1.01 
(0.11) 


0.89* 
(0.05) 


0.95 
(0.05) 


0.92 
(0.05) 


0.90* 
(0.05) 


1.43 
(0.37) 


(rola aTenreyal 
re) F-Vavaliaycamalaatsy 
with teachers 
in your subject 
Elact-ielalelAels 
grade level 


0.93 
(0.18) 


0.85 
(0.15) 


0.80 
(0.17) 


0.89 
(0.15) 


0.95 
(0.11) 


0.96 
(0.21) 


1.02 
(0.11) 


0.89* 
(0.05) 


0.95 
(0.05) 


0.92 
(0.05) 

0.90* 
(0.05) 


1.44 
(0.37) 


Seminars, 
classes, or 
professional 
development 
sessions for 
beginning 
teachers 


0.94 
(0.18) 


0.85 
(0.15) 


0.78 
(0.16) 
0.90 
(0.14) 


0.97 
(0.11) 


0.94 
(0.20) 


1.02 
(0.11) 


0.89* 
(0.05) 


0.95 
(0.05) 


0.92 
(0.05) 


0.90* 
(0.05) 


1.46 
(0.38) 


Extra 
classroom 
assistance 


0.96 
(0.19) 
0.87 
(0.16) 


0.80 
(0.17) 


0.92 
(0.15) 


0.96 
(0.11) 


0.97 
(0.21) 


1.02 
(0.11) 


0.89* 
(0.05) 


0.95 
(0.05) 


0.92 
(0.05) 


0.90 
(0.05) 


1.46 
(0.38) 


Regular 
supportive 
communication 
with your 
principal, other 
administrators, 
or department 
chair 


0.95 
(0.18) 


0.85 
(0.16) 


0.80 
(0.17) 


0.91 
(0.15) 


0.95 
(0.11) 


0.97 
(0.21) 


1.02 
(0.11) 


0.89* 
(0.05) 


0.95 
(0.05) 


0.92 
(0.05) 


0.90* 
(0.05) 


1.45 
(0.38) 


Naweoyal=lahe-ialoya 
iro Watemcrel ateye)| 
0.97 
(0.19) 
0.87 
(0.16) 


0.80 
(0.17) 


0.93 
(0.15) 


0.92 
(0.11) 


0.99 
(0.22) 


1.01 
(0.11) 


0.89* 
(0.05) 


0.95 
(0.05) 


0.92 
(0.05) 


0.90* 
(0.05) 


1.49 
(0.39) 


Wantsaivelalarss 
program for 
new teachers 


0.93 
(0.18) 


0.85 
(0.15) 


0.79 
(0.17) 


0.90 
(0.15) 


0.92 
(0.11) 


0.96 
(0.21) 


1.00 
(0.11) 


0.89* 
(0.05) 


0.95 
(0.05) 


0.92 
(0.05) 

0.90* 
(0.05) 


1.42 
(0.37) 


Instructional 
rounds with 
peers 


0.93 
(0.18) 


0.85 
(0.15) 


0.79 
(0.17) 


0.91 
(0.15) 


0.96 
(0.11) 


0.81 
(0.19) 


1.03 
(0.11) 


0.89* 
(0.05) 


0.95 
(0.05) 


0.92 
(0.05) 


0.90* 
(0.05) 


1.45 
(0.37) 


Supports for new teachers 


Professional 
learning 
community 
teams with 
added 
supports for 
new teachers 


0.94 
(0.18) 


0.86 
(0.16) 


0.80 
(0.17) 


0.91 
(0.15) 


0.97 
(0.11) 


0.82 
(0.20) 
1.03 
(0.12) 


0.89* 
(0.05) 


0.95 
(0.05) 


0.92 
(0.05) 

0.90* 
(0.05) 


1.42 
(0.37) 


Reduced 
teaching 
schedule or 
EVelelialeyare] 
preparation 


(rola aTanteyal 
re) F-Vavaliaycaalaats) 
with teachers 
in your subject 


Seminars, 
classes, or 
professional 
(ol=\W-1e) olaatslale 
sessions for 


Supports for new teachers 


Regular 
supportive 
orovealanlelarcer-iuce)a 
with your 
relay arell oy-] Ame lda=10 
Extra administrators, 


A mentoring 


Takiaavledfoyar-]| 


Professional 
learning 
community 
teams with 
added 


time periods area and/or beginning classroom ordepartment Anorientation program for rounds with supports for 
Characteristic or release time grade level teachers assistance chair ivohhd al =Mcvol alofe)| new teachers peers new teachers 
Variance 
Local 0.13 0.13 0.12 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 
education (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
agency 
Year 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
Constant 8.26** 8.92** 9.21** 8.56** 8.37** 7.96** 7.43** 8.72** 8.77** 
(6.16) (6.67) (6.88) (6.38) (6.26) (5.95) (5.56) (6.51) (6.55) 


* Significant at p < .05; ** significant at p < .01; *** significant at p < .001. 

Note: Teacher retention is based on 44,509 teachers in 360 local education agencies between 2013/14 and 2018/19. Types of supports available to teachers was based on survey responses from 238 Michigan 
teachers from 136 local education agencies. Local education agencies are defined as public school academies (charter schools) or traditional school districts. Numbers are odds ratios generated from multilevel 
logistic regression models. Numbers in parentheses are the standard errors of the estimates. Estimates indicate whether certain groups of teachers have higher odds of continuing to teach in their local education 
agency or whether certain types of agencies have higher odds of retaining their teachers. For example, the odds that teachers employed by a local education agency that provides an orientation to new teachers 
continue to teach in their local education agency are 1.09 times the odds of teachers employed by local education agencies that do not offer this support. Values less than 1 indicate that the reference group had 
higher odds of continuing to teach or retaining teachers in their agencies. 

a. Reference group is teachers who were age 24 or younger. 

b. Reference group is teachers who were in a racial/ethnic minority group. 

c. Reference group is teachers who were female. 

d. Reference group is teachers who were in a public school academy. 

e. Reference group is teachers who taught in the Detroit metro region. 

f. Reference group is school year 2013/14. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of school staffing data from the Michigan Department of Education and the Michigan Department of Education’s survey of teacher supports within local education agencies administered 
in September and October 2020. 


Table B33. Results from multilevel logistic regression models predicting whether teachers continue teaching in their local education agency, with 
survey respondents’ indication of the presence of compensation and benefits-related supports as the key predictors among agencies serving large 
percentages of economically disadvantaged students, fall 2020 


Compensation and benefits-related supports 


Tuition reimbursement 


Characteristic 


Annual salary 
increases 


Performance-based 
compensation such as 
bonuses or salary 


Financial incentives for 
teachers in high-need 
subjects or at high- 


Teacher housing or 
mortgage assistance 


Childcare benefits 
such as subsidies, 
on-site childcare, or 


or financial assistance 
iieyar-\elelialeyar-]| 
endorsements or 


increases need schools programs childcare assistance professional learning 
Presence of 1.21* 0.99 0.90 0.60* 1.09 1.00 
support (0.11) (0.09) (0.11) (0.14) (0.18) (0.08) 
Teacher characteristic 
Ages 25-34? 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 
(0.24) (0.24) (0.24) (0.24) (0.24) (0.24) 
Ages 35-44? 0.47 0.47 0.47 0.47 0.47 0.47 
(0.35) (0.35) (0.35) (0.35) (0.35) (0.35) 
Ages 45-60? 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65 
(0.48) (0.48) (0.48) (0.48) (0.48) (0.48) 
Ages 61 and over? 0.19* 0.19* 0.19* 0.19* 0.19* 0.19* 
(0.14) (0.14) (0.14) (0.14) (0.14) (0.14) 
Notina 1.08* 1.08* 1.08* 1.07* 1.08* 1.08* 
racial/ethnic (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
minority group> 
Male‘ 0.89*** 0.89*** 0.89*** 0.89*** 0.89*** 0.89*** 
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
Local education agency characteristic 
Traditional school 2.47*** 2.52*** 252°" 2.58*** 2.54*** 2.53*** 
district® (0.20) (0.21) (0.20) (0.20) (0.20) (0.22) 
East Central® 1.03 0.99 0.98 0.98 0.99 0.99 
(0.23) (0.22) (0.22) (0.22) (0.22) (0.22) 
East® 1.15 1.13 1.12 1.12 1.13 1.14 
(0.17) (0.17) (0.17) (0.17) (0.17) (0.17) 
Northeast® 0.97 0.94 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.94 
(0.19) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) 


Characteristic 


Northwest® 


South Central® 


Southeast® 


Southwest® 


Upper Peninsula® 


West® 


2014/15! 


2015/16' 


2016/17' 


2017/18' 


Percent of 
students with 
limited English 
proficiency 


Performance-based 
compensation such as 


Compensation and benefits-related supports 


mlarclarete]mlaleclalinecmcele 


Annual salary bonuses or salary 
increases increases 
0.84 0.86 
(0.15) (0.16) 
0.79 0.80 
(0.17) (0.17) 
0.94 0.90 
(0.15) (0.15) 
0.94 0.96 
(0.11) (0.12) 
1.01 0.97 
(0.22) (0.21) 
1.02 1.02 
(0.11) (0.11) 
0.89* 0.89* 
(0.05) (0.05) 
0.95 0.95 
(0.05) (0.05) 
0.92 0.92 
(0.05) (0.05) 
0.90* 0.90* 
(0.05) (0.05) 
1.40 1.45 
(0.36) (0.38) 


teachers in high-need Teacher housing or 
subjects or at high- mortgage assistance 
need schools programs 
0.86 0.85 
(0.16) (0.15) 
0.81 0.79 
(0.17) (0.16) 
0.90 0.89 
(0.15) (0.14) 
0.96 0.97 
(0.11) (0.11) 
0.96 0.96 
(0.21) (0.20) 
1.01 1.03 
(0.11) (0.11) 
0.89* 0.89* 
(0.05) (0.05) 
0.95 0.95 
(0.05) (0.05) 
0.92 0.92 
(0.05) (0.05) 
0.90* 0.90* 
(0.05) (0.05) 
1.47 1.49 
(0.38) (0.38) 


Childcare benefits 
such as subsidies, 
on-site childcare, or 
childcare assistance 


0.86 
(0.16) 


0.77 
(0.17) 
0.89 
(0.15) 
0.94 
(0.11) 


0.97 
(0.21) 


1.01 
(0.11) 


0.89* 
(0.05) 


0.95 
(0.05) 


0.92 
(0.05) 


0.90* 
(0.05) 


1.46 
(0.38) 


Tuition reimbursement 
or financial assistance 
ico) ar-lelelia(oyar-]| 
endorsements or 
professional learning 


0.86 
(0.16) 


0.79 
(0.17) 


0.91 
(0.15) 


0.95 
(0.11) 


0.97 
(0.21) 


1.02 
(0.12) 


0.89* 
(0.05) 


0.95 
(0.05) 


0.92 
(0.05) 


0.90* 
(0.05) 


1.45 
(0.38) 


Compensation and benefits-related supports 


wUliacoyamaslinnlolelaxslantclaie 


Performance-based Financial incentives for Childcare benefits or financial assistance 
compensation suchas _ teachers in high-need Teacher housing or such as subsidies, ice) ar-lelelialoyar-]| 
Annual salary bonuses or salary subjects or at high- mortgage assistance on-site childcare, or endorsements or 

Characteristic increases increases need schools programs childcare assistance professional learning 
Variance 
Local education 0.12 0.13 0.13 0.12 0.13 0.13 
agency (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
Year 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
Constant 7.41** 8.50** 8.57** 8.45** 8.44** 8.45** 

(5.54) (6.34) (6.39) (6.29) (6.29) (6.31) 


* Significant at p < .05; ** significant at p < .01; *** significant at p < .001. 

Note: Teacher retention is based on 44,509 teachers in 360 local education agencies between 2013/14 and 2018/19. Types of supports available to teachers was based on survey responses from 238 Michigan 
teachers from 136 local education agencies. Local education agencies are defined as public school academies (charter schools) or traditional school districts. Numbers are odds ratios generated from multilevel 
logistic regression models. Numbers in parentheses are the standard errors of the estimates. Estimates indicate whether certain groups of teachers have higher odds of continuing to teach in their local education 
agency or whether certain types of agencies have higher odds of retaining their teachers. For example, the odds that teachers employed by local education agencies that provide annual salary increases are 1.21 
times the odds of teachers employed by local education agencies that do not offer this support. Values less than 1 indicate that the reference group had higher odds of continuing to teach in their agency or 
retaining teachers in their agencies. 

a. Reference group is teachers who were age 24 or younger. 

b. Reference group is teachers who were in a racial/ethnic minority group. 

c. Reference group is teachers who were female. 

d. Reference group is teachers who were in a public school academy. 

e. Reference group is teachers who taught in the Detroit metro region. 

f. Reference group is school year 2013/14. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of school staffing data from the Michigan Department of Education and the Michigan Department of Education’s survey of teacher supports within local education agencies administered 
in September and October 2020. 


Table B34. Results from multilevel logistic regression models predicting whether teachers continue teaching in their local education agency, with 
survey respondents’ indication of the presence of evaluation-related supports as the key predictors among agencies serving large percentages of 
economically disadvantaged students, fall 2020 


Evaluation-related supports 


Evaluation 
Evaluation based on 
Evaluation includes Evaluation performance Evaluation 
areletel =) opportunities to Evaluation areletel=sy irlaler-lacwel gs areletel=ssy 
Opportunities collaborate with TarelUtel=s) Evaluation Evaluation Tahcedanarel definitions of (o) o) ole) aa Ulalid{=Kom Ke) 
for teachers to your supervisor multiple data includes student includes formal classroom high-quality receive 
Characteristic set goals on goal setting sources growth data observations walk-throughs teacher practice Lizt=xe |e¥- [0,4 
Presence of 1.55* 1.11 0.93 0.89 0.90 0.92 0.91 0.83 
support (0.33) (0.13) (0.10) (0.23) (0.20) (0.14) (0.13) (0.14) 
Teacher characteristic 
Ages 25-34? 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 
(0.24) (0.24) (0.24) (0.24) (0.24) (0.24) (0.24) (0.24) 
Ages 35-44? 0.47 0.47 0.47 0.47 0.47 0.47 0.47 0.47 
(0.35) (0.35) (0.35) (0.35) (0.35) (0.35) (0.35) (0.35) 
Ages 45-60? 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65 
(0.48) (0.48) (0.48) (0.48) (0.48) (0.48) (0.48) (0.48) 
Ages 61 and over? 0.19* 0.19* 0.19* 0.19* 0.19* 0.19* 0.19* 0.19* 
(0.14) (0.14) (0.14) (0.14) (0.14) (0.14) (0.14) (0.14) 
Notina 1.07* 1.08* 1.08* 1.08* 1.08* 1.08* 1.08* 1.08* 
racial/ethnic (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
minority group® 
Male* 0.89*** 0.89*** 0.89*** 0.89*** 0.89*** 0.89*** 0.89*** 0.89*** 
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
Local education agency characteristic 
Type of local 2.45*** 2,537** 2.53*** 2.52*** 2.53*** 2.51*** 2:537** 2527 
education agency? (0.20) (0.20) (0.20) (0.20) (0.20) (0.20) (0.20) (0.20) 
East Central® 0.97 1.03 0.98 0.99 0.97 0.99 0.99 0.99 
(0.22) (0.24) (0.22) (0.22) (0.22) (0.22) (0.22) (0.22) 
East® 1.12 1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 1.11 1.14 1.12 
(0.17) (0.17) (0.17) (0.17) (0.17) (0.17) (0.17) (0.17) 
Northeast® 0.94 0.95 0.96 0.92 0.95 0.95 0.92 0.91 
(0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) 


Evaluation 
aeletel=ssy 
opportunities 
for teachers to 


Characteristic set goals 
Northwest® 0.86 
(0.15) 
South Central® 0.86 
(0.18) 
Southeast® 0.99 
(0.17) 
Southwest® 0.95 
(0.11) 
Upper Peninsula® 0.97 
(0.21) 
West® 1.01 
(0.11) 
2014/15 0.89* 
(0.05) 
2015/16 0.95 
(0.05) 
2016/17' 0.92 
(0.05) 
2017/18° 0.90* 
(0.05) 
Percentage of 1.50 


English learner 
students 


(0.39) 


AVE} IUE-ya Ley} 
includes 
(oJ e) eXeladUlaliu[=smne) 
collaborate with 
your supervisor 
on goal setting 


0.86 
(0.16) 


0.80 
(0.17) 


0.92 
(0.15) 


0.95 
(0.11) 


1.00 
(0.22) 


1.01 
(0.11) 


0.89* 
(0.05) 


0.95 
(0.05) 


0.92 
(0.05) 


0.90* 
(0.05) 


1.46 
(0.38) 


Evaluation 
TarelUtel=) 
multiple data 
sources 


0.85 
(0.15) 


0.79 
(0.17) 


0.89 
(0.15) 


0.96 
(0.11) 


0.96 
(0.21) 


1.02 
(0.11) 


0.89* 
(0.05) 


0.95 
(0.05) 


0.92 
(0.05) 


0.90* 
(0.05) 


1.46 
(0.38) 


Evaluation-related supports 


Evaluation 
Tael[6fe (ots 
Evaluation Evaluation Informal 
includes student includes formal classroom 
growth data observations walk-throughs 
0.85 0.86 0.86 
(0.16) (0.16) (0.16) 
0.79 0.80 0.79 
(0.17) (0.17) (0.17) 
0.89 0.91 0.89 
(0.15) (0.15) (0.15) 
0.95 0.96 0.95 
(0.11) (0.11) (0.11) 
0.97 0.97 0.95 
(0.21) (0.21) (0.21) 
1.02 1.02 1.00 
(0.11) (0.11) (0.11) 
0.89* 0.89* 0.89* 
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) 
0.95 0.95 0.95 
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) 
0.92 0.92 0.92 
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) 
0.90* 0.90* 0.90* 
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) 
1.46 1.45 1.44 
(0.38) (0.38) (0.37) 


Evaluation 
based on 
performance 
irlaler-lacwel g 
definitions of 
high-quality 
teacher practice 


0.86 
(0.16) 


0.78 
(0.17) 


0.88 
(0.15) 


0.95 
(0.11) 


0.96 
(0.21) 


1.02 
(0.11) 


0.89* 
(0.05) 


0.95 
(0.05) 


0.92 
(0.05) 


0.90* 
(0.05) 


1.47 
(0.39) 


Evaluation 
Takei etel=sy 
(oJ e) eXeladUlalidi=smne) 
receive 
feedback 


0.86 
(0.16) 


0.77 

(0.16) 
0.87 
(0.14) 


0.96 
(0.11) 


0.93 
(0.20) 
1.02 
(0.11) 


0.89* 
(0.05) 


0.95 
(0.05) 


0.92 
(0.05) 


0.90* 
(0.05) 


1.41 
(0.37) 


Evaluation-related supports 


Evaluation 
Evaluation based on 
Evaluation Takei elel=s Evaluation performance Evaluation 
areletel=xsy opportunities to Evaluation arellerel =) standards or areletel =x) 
Opportunities collaborate with TarellUtel =) Evaluation Evaluation Tahielanarel definitions of (oJ 0) ole) ad) alia(=sm xe) 
for teachers to your supervisor multiple data includes student includes formal classroom high-quality receive 
Characteristic set goals on goal setting sources growth data observations walk-throughs teacher practice 1ictele| of-[el,< 
Variance 
Local education 0.12 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 
agency (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
Year 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
Constant 5.60* 7.72** 9.03** 9.46** 9.32** 9.28** 9.25** 10.16** 
(4.32) (5.81) (6.78) (7.45) (7.22) (7.07) (7.01) (7.76) 


* Significant at p < .05; ** significant at p < .01; *** significant at p < .001. 

Note: Teacher retention is based on 44,509 teachers in 360 local education agencies between 2013/14 and 2018/19. Types of supports available to teachers was based on survey responses from 238 Michigan 
teachers from 136 local education agencies. Local education agencies are defined as public school academies (charter schools) or traditional school districts. Numbers are odds ratios generated from multilevel 
logistic regression models. Numbers in parentheses are the standard errors of the estimates. Estimates indicate whether certain groups of teachers have higher odds of continuing to teach in their local education 
agency or whether certain types of agencies have higher odds of retaining their teachers. For example, the odds that teachers in local education agencies that provide teachers opportunities to set goals in their 
evaluations continue to teach in their agencies are 1.55 times the odds of teachers in agencies that do not provide this support. Values less than 1 indicate that the reference group had higher odds of continuing 
to teach in the agency or retaining teachers in their agencies. 

a. Reference group is teachers who were age 24 or younger. 

b. Reference group is teachers who were in a racial/ethnic minority group. 

c. Reference group is teachers who were female. 

d. Reference group is teachers who were in a public school academy. 

e. Reference group is teachers who taught in the Detroit metro region. 

f. Reference group is school year 2013/14. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of school staffing data from the Michigan Department of Education and the Michigan Department of Education’s survey of teacher supports within local education agencies administered 
in September and October 2020. 


Table B35. Results from multilevel logistic regression models predicting whether teachers continue teaching in their local education agency, with 
survey respondents’ indication of the presence of professional development-—related supports as the key predictors among agencies serving large 


Time for 
observational visits 
to other 
classrooms in my 
Characteristic ei afoje)| 
Presence of support 1.06 
(0.09) 
Teacher characteristic 
Ages 25-34? 0.36 
(0.27) 
Ages 35-44? 0.52 
(0.39) 
Ages 45-60? 0.73 
(0.54) 
Ages 61 and over? 0.21* 
(0.15) 
Not in a racial/ethnic 1.07* 
minority group? (0.03) 
Male‘ 0.88*** 
(0.02) 
Local education agency characteristic 
Traditional school 2.57*** 
district® (0.22) 
East Central® 0.93 
(0.24) 
East® 1.10 
(0.18) 
Northeast® 0.90 
(0.19) 


numbers of economically disadvantaged students, fall 2020 


(0) o\X-1aV-ia(e)ar]| 

visits to other 

Xo atoXe) me) a (eler=]| 
education agencies 


1.13 
(0.10) 


0.36 
(0.27) 


0.52 
(0.39) 


0.73 
(0.54) 


0.21* 
(0.15) 


1.07* 
(0.03) 


0.88*** 
(0.02) 


2.51*** 
(0.21) 


0.91 
(0.23) 
fag 
(0.18) 


0.91 
(0.19) 


Professional development-—related supports 


Stipends for 
professional 
development 
activities that 
occur outside 


Local education 
agency organized Release time from 
teaching to attend 


professional 


Reimbursement 
for conferences, 
workshops, or 


Online courses, 
workshops, resources, or 


conferences, or rolF-laxelanamiels 


training sessions knowledge sharing courses regular work hours development 
1.23 1.12 1.02 0.93 1.05 
(0.15) (0.10) (0.08) (0.08) (0.09) 
0.36 0.36 0.36 0.36 0.36 
(0.27) (0.27) (0.27) (0.27) (0.27) 
0.52 0.52 0.52 0.52 0.52 
(0.39) (0.39) (0.39) (0.39) (0.39) 
0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73 
(0.54) (0.54) (0.54) (0.54) (0.54) 
0.21* 0.21* 0.21* 0.21* 0.21* 
(0.15) (0.15) (0.15) (0.15) (0.15) 
1.07* 1.07* 1.07* 1.07* 1.07* 
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
0.88*** 0.88*** 0.88*** 0.88*** 0.88*** 
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
2.59*** 2.62*** 2.56*** 2.59*** 2.53*** 
(0.22) (0.22) (0.22) (0.22) (0.22) 
0.90 0.92 0.92 0.91 0.93 
(0.23) (0.24) (0.24) (0.23) (0.24) 
1.06 1.08 1.07 1.09 1.06 
(0.17) (0.17) (0.17) (0.17) (0.17) 
0.88 0.90 0.89 0.92 0.90 
(0.18) (0.19) (0.19) (0.19) (0.19) 


Characteristic 


Northwest® 
South Central® 
Southeast® 
Southwest® 
Upper Peninsula® 
West® 

2014/15' 
2015/16! 
2016/17' 
2017/18' 
Percentage of English 
learner students 


Variance 


Local education 
agency 


Year 


Constant 


Time for 
observational visits 
to other 
classrooms in my 
elatore)| 


0.81 
(0.15) 
0.77 
(0.17) 


0.85 
(0.15) 


0.91 
(0.11) 


1.13 
(0.27) 


0.98 
(0.11) 


0.89 
(0.05) 


0.96 
(0.06) 
0.93 
(0.05) 
0.89* 
(0.05) 


1.31 
(0.36) 


0.13 
(0.02) 


0.09 
(0.01) 


7.61** 
(5.72) 


(0) oX-1aV-id(e)are]| 

visits to other 

Yel stoYo) ne) al (eler=]| 
education agencies 


0.77 
(0.14) 


0.75 
(0.16) 


0.85 
(0.14) 


0.91 
(0.10) 


LA 
(0.27) 


0.97 
(0.11) 


0.89 
(0.05) 


0.96 
(0.06) 


0.93 
(0.05) 


0.89* 
(0.05) 


1.36 
(0.37) 


0.12 
(0.02) 


0.09 
(0.01) 


7.67** 
(5.75) 


Professional development-—related supports 


Stipends for 
professional 
development 
activities that 
occur outside 


Kofor-] M=YoUler-1u(o)a) 
agency organized 
workshops, 
conferences, or 
training sessions 


Reimbursement 
for conferences, 
workshops, or 
courses 


Online courses, 
resources, or 
relFelaxelanamiels 

knowledge sharing 


0.83 0.83 0.82 0.83 
(0.15) (0.15) (0.15) (0.15) 
0.79 0.74 0.77 0.77 
(0.17) (0.16) (0.17) (0.16) 
0.84 0.85 0.84 0.85 
(0.14) (0.15) (0.15) (0.15) 
0.90 0.89 0.89 0.91 
(0.11) (0.10) (0.11) (0.11) 
1.16 1.10 1.12 1.14 
(0.27) (0.26) (0.27) (0.27) 
1.00 0.98 0.98 0.99 
(0.11) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11) 
0.89* 0.89* 0.89* 0.89* 
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) 
0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
(0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) 
0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) 
0.88* 0.88* 0.88* 0.88* 
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) 
1.46 1.36 1.36 1.39 
(0.40) (0.37) (0.37) (0.38) 
0.12 0.13 0.13 0.13 
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
6.50* 7.24** 7.89** 8.07** 


(4.94) (5.45) (5.93) (6.05) 


regular work hours 


Release time from 
teaching to attend 
professional 
development 


0.82 
(0.15) 
0.77 
(0.17) 


0.83 
(0.14) 


0.89 
(0.10) 


1.12 
(0.27) 


0.98 
(0.11) 


0.89* 
(0.05) 


0.95 
(0.06) 


0.92 
(0.05) 


0.88* 
(0.05) 


1.36 
(0.37) 


0.13 
(0.02) 


0.09 
(0.01) 


7.74** 
(5.82) 


* Significant at p < .05; ** significant at p < .01; *** significant at p < .001. 

Note: Teacher retention is based on 44,509 teachers in 360 local education agencies between 2013/14 and 2018/19. Types of supports available to teachers was based on survey responses from 238 Michigan 
teachers from 136 local education agencies. Local education agencies are defined as public school academies (charter schools) or traditional school districts. Numbers are odds ratios generated from multilevel 
logistic regression models. Numbers in parentheses are the standard errors of the estimates. Estimates indicate whether certain groups of teachers have higher odds of continuing to teach in their local education 
agency or whether certain types of agencies have higher odds of retaining their teachers. For example, the odds that teachers employed by local education agencies that give teachers the opportunity to observe 
the instruction of their colleagues in other schools or districts are 1.13 times the odds of teachers teaching in local education agencies that do not offer this support. Values less than 1 indicate that the reference 
group had higher odds of continuing to teach or retaining teachers in their agencies. 

a. Reference group is teachers who were age 24 or younger. 

b. Reference group is teachers who were in a racial/ethnic minority group. 

c. Reference group is teachers who were female. 

d. Reference group is teachers who were in a public school academy. 

e. Reference group is teachers who taught in the Detroit metro region. 

f. Reference group is school year 2013/14. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of school staffing data from the Michigan Department of Education and the Michigan Department of Education’s survey of teacher supports within local education agencies administered 
in September and October 2020. 


Table B36. Results from multilevel logistic regression models predicting whether teachers continue teaching in their local education agency, with 
survey respondents’ ratings of quality of supports as the key predictors among agencies serving large numbers of economically disadvantaged 
students, fall 2020 


Quality of supports 


Satisfaction Or invalare, Satisfaction 
with teacher sufficiency with leadership 
OWE invae) i Satisfaction Supportive involvement Quality of oymdlant=w-lare, Tare] Quality of OWE invmels 
professional with Teacher eistore)| Tame ateye)| mentor material advancement newteacher Satisfaction evaluation 

Characteristic development collaboration leadership governance program resources opportunities socialization with salary system 
Quality of support 0.92 1.01 1.02 0.95 1.06 1.23 1.10 0.89 1.07 1.15 

(0.13) (0.12) (0.10) (0.10) (0.14) (0.18) (0.18) (0.09) (0.17) (0.17) 
Teacher characteristic 
Ages 25-34? 0.56 0.63 0.47 0.53 0.58 0.40 1.31 2.01*** 15777" 0.82 

(0.60) (0.67) (0.50) (0.56) (0.62) (0.42) (1.05) (0.15) (0.14) (0.64) 
Ages 35-44? 0.83 0.92 0.65 0.72 0.78 0.58 1.88 2.63*** 2.10*** 1.14 

(0.89) (0.97) (0.70) (0.77) (0.84) (0.61) (1.51) (0.17) (0.17) (0.89) 
Ages 45-60? 1.14 1.21 0.86 0.98 1.15 0.80 2.26 3.46*** 2.97*** 1.75 

(1.22) (1.29) (0.91) (1.05) (1.24) (0.85) (1.81) (0.23) (0.23) (1.37) 
Ages 61 and over? 0.29 0.38 0.23 0.28 0.33 0.23 0.76 1.00*** 1.00*** 0.48 

(0.31) (0.40) (0.25) (0.30) (0.35) (0.24) (0.61) (0.00) (0.00) (0.38) 
Not in a racial/ 1.34*** 1.19* 1.13 1.10 1.17** 1.28*** 1.20 1.35*** 1.00 1.20** 
ethnic minority (0.11) (0.08) (0.08) (0.07) (0.06) (0.09) (0.12) (0.11) (0.09) (0.08) 
group? 
Male‘ 0.95 0.89* 0.85** 0.89* 0.90** 0.86** 0.88* 0.92 0.78*** 0.83*** 

(0.05) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.04) 
Local education agency characteristic 
Traditional school 2.63*** 2.40*** 2.94*** 2.55*** 2.36*** 2.60*** 2.60*** 2.19*** 2.62*** 2:15*** 
district® (0.40) (0.32) (0.34) (0.33) (0.31) (0.41) (0.44) (0.26) (0.41) (0.37) 
East Central? 1.00*** 1.54 1.43 1.17 1.05 1.00*** 1.26 1.47 1.00 0.94 

(0.00) (0.48) (0.55) (0.48) (0.27) (0.00) (0.36) (0.38) (0.42) (0.41) 
East? 1.78 1.49 1.10 1.66 1.19 1.01 0.91 1.41 0.81 1.26 

(0.96) (0.40) (0.24) (0.87) (0.27) (0.36) (0.24) (0.26) (0.22) (0.39) 
Northeast? 1.21 1.16 1.13 1.01 1.13 0.97 0.90 1.12 1.00*** 0.91 


(0.29) (0.28) (0.23) (0.21) (0.30) (0.25) (0.27) (0.26) (0.00) (0.25) 


Characteristic 


Northwest? 
South Central4 
Southeast? 
Southwest? 
Upper Peninsula? 
West? 

2014/15° 
2015/16° 
2016/17° 
2017/18 
Percentage of English 
learner students 


Variance 


Local education 
agency 


Year 


Constant 


Satisfaction 
with teacher 


Quality of Satisfaction Supportive involvement 
professional with Teacher eistore)| Tame ateye)| 
development collaboration leadership governance 
0.92 0.89 0.86 0.75 
(0.27) (0.22) (0.23) (0.19) 
1.00*** 0.97 0.84 0.78 
(0.00) (0.35) (0.20) (0.21) 
1.27 1.31 1.38 1.08 
(0.38) (0.36) (0.34) (0.25) 
1.14 0.97 0.98 1.17 
(0.29) (0.15) (0.13) (0.20) 
1.36 1.21 1.13 0.95 
(0.43) (0.30) (0.25) (0.22) 
0.99 1.21 1.03 1.14 
(0.18) (0.19) (0.14) (0.18) 
0.95 0.93 0.92 0.84* 
(0.09) (0.09) (0.08) (0.07) 
0.96 1.04 1.04 1.00 
(0.10) (0.10) (0.09) (0.09) 
0.91 0.93 0.91 0.95 
(0.09) (0.09) (0.08) (0.09) 
0.90 1.02 0.93 0.89 
(0.09) (0.10) (0.08) (0.08) 
2.56* 2.30 1.90 2.02 
(1.11) (1.06) (0.72) (0.92) 
0.09 0.08 0.06 0.09 
(0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.03) 
0.06 0.08 0.07 0.08 
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
3.46 3.46 4.71 5.21 
(3.76) (3.72) (5.09) (5.60) 


Quality of supports 


OU }inva-lare, Satisfaction 
sufficiency with leadership 
(OWE) invaeyi of time and Tare] Quality of 

mentor material advancement new teacher 

program resources opportunities socialization 
0.60 0.50 0.56 0.91 
(0.22) (0.23) (0.28) (0.19) 
0.80 0.78 0.70 0.83 
(0.27) (0.34) (0.30) (0.18) 
0.89 1.05 1.25 0.87 
(0.20) (0.26) (0.38) (0.18) 
1.15 1.20 0.99 0.80 
(0.25) (0.27) (0.18) (0.12) 
0.69 0.75 1.13 1.06 
(0.24) (0.23) (0.36) (0.35) 
1.21 1.00 1.03 1.20 
(0.23) (0.20) (0.22) (0.17) 
0.97 0.94 0.81* 0.98 
(0.08) (0.09) (0.09) (0.11) 
1.13 1.07 0.97 1.06 
(0.09) (0.11) (0.11) (0.12) 
1.00 0.93 0.90 0.86 
(0.08) (0.09) (0.10) (0.09) 
1.09 1.06 1.02 0.98 
(0.09) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11) 

0.59 0.42 1.08 10.72*** 
(0.26) (0.19) (0.73) (7.29) 
0.15 0.13 0.09 0.03 
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.02) 
0.08 0.10 0.07 0.11 
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
3.88 5.12 1.83 1.16 
(4.23) (5.49) (1.52) (0.20) 


Satisfaction 

with salary 
0.60* 
(0.14) 
0.81 
(0.28) 
0.18*** 
(0.09) 


0.71 
(0.14) 


1.00*** 
(0.00) 


0.92 
(0.15) 
0.95 
(0.11) 


1.09 
(0.13) 


0.91 
(0.10) 
0.94 
(0.11) 


1.24 
(0.55) 


0.07 
(0.03) 


0.08 
(0.03) 


2.00*** 
(0.34) 


Quality of 
evaluation 
system 


1.05 
(0.25) 


0.89 
(0.25) 


1.04 
(0.22) 


0.88 
(0.20) 


1.00*** 
(0.00) 


1.19 
(0.23) 


0.86 
(0.09) 


0.93 
(0.10) 


0.93 
(0.10) 


0.86 
(0.09) 


1.03 
(0.57) 


0.08 
(0.03) 


0.07 
(0.02) 


2.92 
(2.37) 


* Significant at p < .05; ** significant at p < .01; *** significant at p < .001. 

Note: Teacher retention is based on 44,509 teachers in 360 local education agencies between 2013/14 and 2018/19. Perceptions of supports were based on survey responses from 238 Michigan teachers from 
136 local education agencies. Local education agencies are defined as public school academies (charter schools) or traditional school districts. Numbers are odds ratios generated from multilevel logistic regression 
models. Numbers in parentheses are the standard errors of the estimates. Estimates indicate whether certain groups of teachers have higher odds of continuing to teach in their local education agency or whether 
certain types of agencies have higher odds of retaining their teachers. For example, the odds that teachers in local education agencies that have higher than average scores (by one standard deviation) for quality 
and sufficiency of instructional time and material resources would continue teaching are 1.23 times the odds of teachers in agencies with lower than average scores (by one standard deviation). Values less than 
1 indicate that the reference group had higher odds of staying or retain teachers in their agencies. 

a. Reference group is teachers who were age 24 or younger. 

b. Reference group is teachers who were in a racial/ethnic minority group. 

c. Reference group is teachers who were female. 

d. Reference group is teachers who were in public school academy. 

e. Reference group is teachers who taught in Detroit metro region. 

f. Reference group is school year 2013/14. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of school staffing data from the Michigan Department of Education and the Michigan Department of Education’s survey of teacher supports within local education agencies administered 
in September and October 2020. 


Appendix C. The Michigan Department of Education’s Teacher Survey on Teacher Supports 


I. TEACHING STATUS 


Qla. Are you currently teaching in any grade between kindergarten and grade 12 (or comparable ungraded 
levels) in a public school or district in the state of Michigan? 


Yes > Go to Qib 
No > Go to end 


Qib. Which grade levels do you teach? 


Please select the comparable grade levels if the grade level(s) you teach is ungraded. Select all the apply. 


Kindergarten Fifth Ninth 
First Sixth Tenth 
Second Seventh Eleventh 
Third Eighth Twelfth 
Fourth 


Qlc. As of the end of the last school year (2019/20), how many years have you... 


01 Worked at your current school? 
02 Worked at your current district? > If answer is other than 3 to 5 years, go to end 
03 Worked as a teacher overall, including your current district and other districts/schools? 


[Drop down menus with response categories: None, Less than 1 year, 1 to 2 years, 3 to 5 years, 6 to 10 years, 11 
to 15 years, 7 More than 15 years] 


Qid. Are you currently teaching in a public school academy in Michigan? 


Yes > questions below will replace the term “district” with “public school academy” 
No 


Qie. How are you and other teachers in your school presently providing instruction to students since September 
2020? 


Select all that apply. 


01 Providing face-to-face instruction as before COVID-19 

02 Face-to-face with precautions (for example, smaller classes, use of masks, grouped in cohorts, 
students staying in one classroom) 

03 A mix of face-to-face instruction (with precautions) and online instruction 

04 Online instruction only 

05 Other 
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I. INDUCTION AND MENTORING 


These first set of questions ask about your experiences during your first year at your current district. For this 


next set of questions, please think back to your first year teaching in the district. 


Q2a. What year did you first start as a full- or part-time teacher at your current district? 


2019/20 or later 

2018/19 

2017/18 

2016/17 

2015/16 

Before school year 2015/16 


Q2b. During your FIRST year of teaching at your current district, were the following supports available? 


No 


Yes 


Don’t 
know 


Reduced teaching schedule/additional preparation time periods or release time 
Common planning time with teachers in your subject area and/or grade level 
Seminars, classes, or professional development sessions for beginning teachers 
Extra classroom assistance (for example, teacher aides) 


Regular supportive communication with your principal, other administrators, or 
department chair 


An orientation to the school 

A mentoring program for teachers new to the district 

Instructional rounds with peers 

Professional learning community teams with added supports for new teachers 


Other 


Q2c. Thinking about your FIRST year of teaching at your current district, please indicate the extent to which you 


disagree or agree with each of the following at your district: 


Strongly 
disagree 


Disagree 


Agree 


Strongly 
agree 


| had opportunities to meet regularly with other beginning teachers. 


| received support for beginning teachers that accommodated my 
needs. 


[If yes to orientation item in Q2b] My orientation to the school was 
comprehensive. 
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Q2d. Were you assigned a mentor when you first started teaching in your current district? 


A mentor is sometimes also referred to as a coach or consulting teacher who supports teachers new to the 


district. 


No > skip to Q3a 
Yes 
My district provided a mentor program, but | did not participate > skip to Q3a 


Q2e. Please indicate the extent to which you disagree or agree with each of the following: 


Strongly Strongly 
disagree | Disagree | Agree | agree 
My mentor was in the same school as | was. 
My mentor taught the same grade level(s)/subjects as | taught. 
My mentor provided me with timely feedback. 
My school district offered sufficient time for me to collaborate with 
my mentor. 
My mentor was well-trained to provide support for new teachers 
Il. COMPENSATION AND INCENTIVES 
For the following questions, please think about your experiences at your current district. 
Q3a. Does your district or school provide any of the following? 
Don’t 
No Yes | know 
Annual salary increases 
Performance-based compensation such as bonuses or salary increases for teachers 
who have effective evaluation ratings 
Financial incentives for teachers in high-need subjects or at high-need schools 
Teacher housing or mortgage assistance programs 
Childcare benefits such as subsidies, on-site childcare, or childcare assistance 
Tuition reimbursement or financial assistance for additional endorsements or 
professional learning 
Other compensation and/or incentives: 
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Q3b. Please indicate the extent to which you disagree or agree with each of the following: 


Strongly 
disagree 


Disagree 


Agree 


Strongly 
agree 


| am satisfied with my current teaching salary. 
lam satisfied with my earning prospects. 

lam satisfied with my current retirement benefits. 
lam satisfied with my current health benefits. 


My district clearly communicates information on teacher salaries. 


My salary is comparable to salaries at other nearby districts. 


IV. EVALUATION AND PROFESSIONAL GROWTH 


The next set of questions asks about your experiences with your district’s performance evaluations. 


Q4a. Does your district’s evaluation system include the following? 


No 


Yes 


Don’t 
know 


Opportunities for teachers to set goals 


Opportunities to collaborate with your supervisor on goal setting 


Student growth data 

Formal observations 

Informal classroom walk-throughs 

Performance standards or definitions of high-quality teacher practice 


Opportunities to receive feedback 


supports or requirements related to teacher evaluation) 


Multiple data sources (such as observations, teacher portfolios, value-added 
measures, artifacts of teaching practice such as lesson plans, and so on) 


Other (any additional district policies, 


Q4b. When was your most recent performance evaluation? 


This fall (2020/21) school year > skip to Q4d 


In the last school term or year (2019/20) before COVID/schools closing > skip to Q4d 


In the last school term or year (2019/20) after COVID/schools closing > skip to Q4d 


Sometime in the 2018/19 school year > skip to Q4d 
Sometime in the 2017/18 school year > skip to Q4d 


| have not recently had a performance evaluation > answer Q4c; skip Q4d 
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Q4c. Were any of the below factors or reasons why you have not recently had a performance evaluation? Select 
all that apply. 


My most recent performance evaluation was skipped due to being rated highly effective for multiple years. 
My evaluator did not have time to complete. 

My most recent performance evaluation was skipped due to COVID. 

Other 

[skip to Q5] 


Q4d. Think about your most recent performance evaluation. Please indicate the extent to which you disagree or 
agree with each of the following: 


Strongly Strongly 
disagree | Disagree | Agree | agree 


The evaluation process in my district has helped me identify 
specific things | could do to improve my instruction. 


The evaluation process has guided by professional development 
activities. 


The evaluation process has improved my communication with 
leadership at my school.. 


The evaluation process and standards were clearly communicated 
to me. 


My district's performance evaluation system is intended to 
promote growth and development. 


The next set of questions focuses on your experiences with professional development and professional learning 
in your current district. We know that COVID-19 may have impacted teachers’ professional learning experiences. 
The next set of questions asks you to think about your experiences with professional development both BEFORE 
AND AFTER COVID-19. For before COVID-19, please think about any time in either the 2019/20 school year or 
your experience in prior years at your district before COVID. After COVID can include any time after COVID in the 
2019/20 school year or this current school year (2020/21). 
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Q4e. Does your district or school provide any of the following? 


BEFORE AFTER 
COVID-19 COVID-19 
No Yes No Yes 


Time for observational visits to other classrooms in my school 
Observational visits to other schools or districts 
District-organized workshops, conferences, or training sessions 
Online courses, resources, or platform for knowledge sharing 
Reimbursement for conferences, workshops, or courses 


Stipends for professional development activities that take place outside 
regular work hours 


Release time from teaching to attend professional development (i.e., your 
regular teaching responsibilities were temporarily assigned to someone 
else) 


Other (additional district supports related to professional 
learning not included above) 


Q4f. Think about the professional development provided by your district or school. Please indicate the extent to 
which you disagree or agree with each of the following: 


; : 5 BEFORE COVID-19 AFTER COVID-19 
Overall, my professional development experiences in my 
district... SD |D |A | SA SD|D | A | SA 


Are sustained and coherently focused, rather than short- 
term and unrelated 


Include enough time to think carefully about, try, and 
evaluate new ideas Are closely connected to my school's 
improvement plan 


Include opportunities to work productively with teachers 
from my school 


Include opportunities to work productively with teachers 
from other schools 


Are differentiated to meet the individual needs of the 
individual teacher 


Q4g. Please indicate the extent to which you disagree or agree with each of the following: 
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In my district teachers have... 


Strongly 
disagree Disagree 


Strongly 
Agree agree 


Opportunities for advancement. 
Career pathways to become school leaders or principals. 


Opportunities to become grade-level or content-level 
department chairs. 


Pathways to become teacher leaders. 


V. EDUCATOR ENVIRONMENT 


The next set of questions focuses on your experiences with the school environment in your district. We know 
that COVID-19 may have impacted teachers’ experiences. The next set of questions asks you to think about your 
experiences with school environment both BEFORE AND AFTER COVID-19. For before COVID-19, please think 
about any time in either the 2019/20 school year or your experience in prior years at your district before COVID. 
After COVID can include any time after COVID in the 2019/20 school year or this current school year (2020/21). 


Q5a. Please indicate the extent to which you disagree or agree with each of the following: 


BEFORE COVID-19 


AFTER COVID-19 


SD |D |A | SA 


SD|D |A | SA 


There is an atmosphere of trust and mutual respect within the 
school. 


Teachers have time available to collaborate with their 
colleagues. 


In the school, we take steps to solve problems. 


Teachers are provided opportunities to learn from one 
another. 


The teachers at my school are highly focused on the mission 
of improving student learning. 
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Q5b. Please indicate the extent to which you disagree or agree with each of the following: 


BEFORE COVID-19 AFTER COVID-19 
SD |D |A | SA SD| D|A| SA 


In my school district teachers have... 


Class sizes that allow teachers to meet the needs of all 
students. 


Sufficient time to complete the curriculum for their subject(s) 
and/or grade. 


Sufficient noninstructional time for planning, meetings, 
paperwork, and so on. 


Sufficient access to appropriate instructional materials and 
resources such as textbooks, curriculum materials, and so 
on. 


Access to reliable instructional technology, including 
computers, email. 


Sufficient training and support to fully utilize the available 
instructional technology. 


Sufficient access to a broad range of professional support 
personnel such as school counselors, nurses, psychologists, 
paraprofessionals, social workers, and so on. 


Q5c. Please indicate the extent to which you disagree or agree with each of the following statements about your 
district: 


BEFORE COVID-19 AFTER COVID-19 
SD | D| A | SA SD| D | A | SA 


Teachers are included in decision making at my school. 


Teachers are enabled to make sound professional decisions 
about instruction. 


The school administration recognizes teachers as educational 
experts. 
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Q5d. Do you agree or disagree with the following statements about your school leadership? 


BEFORE COVID-19 


AFTER COVID-19 


SD 


D 


A 


SA 


SD | D A | SA 


The school administration’s behavior toward teachers is 
supportive and encouraging. 


| feel comfortable expressing concerns about teaching and 
learning to the school leadership. 


Teachers’ concerns about teaching and learning issues are 
addressed by the school leadership. 


The school leadership regularly participates in instructional 
planning with teachers. 


The school leadership regularly participates in professional 
development planning with teachers. 


Q6. Overall, are there supports that your district provides teachers that you have found especially helpful? 


[Open-ended answer] 


[END OF SURVEY] 
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